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FACTORS THAT INFLUENCE THE IMPLEMENTATION OF RESTORATIVE
PRACTICES IN AN URBAN DISTRICT:
THE ROLE OF FORGIVENESS AND ENDORSEMENT
WANDA L. LASH

ABSTRACT
In spite of extant research on the impact of zero-tolerance policies on racial

disparity and negative academic outcomes, exclusionary discipline still abounds, which
urges the need for alternatives to this policy. Current research suggests approaches like
restorative justice and restorative practices as a promising alternative to zero-tolerance

policies where, through its use, students can find acceptance for who they are and learn

how to handle conflict, accept responsibility, repair relationships, exercise forgiveness,
and belong to a community. The specific problem becomes identifying the factors that
make implementation of restorative justice programs in the educational setting impactful.

The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore use of the elements of the
restorative practices continuum and the factors of restorative practices implementation,

and to investigate relationships that might exist between implementation of restorative
practices and forgiveness, and the impact of implementation on suspensions at the school

level.
Instruments administered were a Restorative Practices survey that consisted of a
combination of items developed by RAND and items developed by the International

Institute of Restorative Practices (IIRP) and the Heartland Forgiveness Scale. Exploratory
Factor Analysis (EFA) was used to identify strongly related restorative practices survey

items that grouped together as factors, particularly, factors of restorative practices

v

implementation. Multiple regression was used to investigate relationships between these
factors and the forgiveness scale score, to determine if forgiveness was a predictor of

implementation, and relationships between these factors at the school level and out-of
school suspensions, to indicate the overall impact of restorative practices implementation.
Results of the study indicated: 1) the elements of the restorative practices

continuum that are more informal are implemented closer to “often” than those that
require more time and preparation, which are implemented “sometimes.” There are
differences in the use of elements by gender, race, grade band and position. 2) The factors

that emerged as dimensions of restorative practices implementation were influence on

culture, utility of restorative practices, endorsement of restorative practices, integration of
restorative practices, and understanding of restorative practices. 3) Forgiveness was
positively related to the following factors: influence on culture, utility of restorative

practices, and integration of restorative practices. 4) Though not statistically signifiant,
decline in suspensions was related to some factors of implementation. This study

contributes to the literature and fills a gap not yet explored on the relationship between an
educator’s aptitude for forgiveness and implementation of various components of

restorative practices. Additionally, it extends research conducted by the RAND

Corporation in the use of the restorative practices survey.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Over the past six years, more than 600 cases of suspension with a
recommendation for expulsion have occurred within a large urban school district in
northeast Ohio. Beyond those suspensions that were also recommended for expulsion,

there were many more incidents that resulted in suspensions of students. Review of the

distric’s data would reveal that Black students were suspended at a rate much higher than
their White student counterparts. This data does not indicate whether or not these students

commit more suspendable offenses than White students or if White students get

suspended for the same reasons. However, of the reasons that students were suspended
and recommended for expulsion, the category of fighting or physical violence was among
the top. Other reasons, which are considered to be more serious and occurred less

frequently, include physical violence toward staff, threats, drugs or weapons.
Although most of the suspensions that carried a recommendation for expulsion

did not result in expulsion, there were some cases that did. For infractions of physical

violence toward staff, threats, and intent to sell or distribute drugs (use or possession of
drugs did not warrant expulsion unless there were repeat infractions), students were

expelled for some number of days, less than the 80-day expulsion allowable under Ohio
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Revised Code 3313.66, and permitted to return back to school, either an alternative

placement or their school of attendance prior to the expulsion. The district response to
infractions in the weapons category varied depending on intent and circumstances.
However, possession of a gun was most egregious and resulted in a one-year expulsion.

Like this Northeastern Ohio urban school district, schools across the United States

over the last two decades have taken a punitive and exclusionary stance, known widely as
zero tolerance, on much more than just gun possession in schools. Additional infractions
such as fighting, disrespect, or insubordination are met with the consequence of

suspension and possibly a referral to law enforcement without consideration for other
interventions. More recently, however, the effectiveness of this approach has been

questioned by researchers and practitioners. As evident nationally and in the Northeast
Ohio urban school district noted here, zero tolerance disproportionately impacts students

of color (APA, 2008; Curran, 2016; Heilbrun, Cornell, & Lovegrove, 2015; Monahan,
VanDerhei, Bechtold, & Cauffman, 2014; Morris & Perry, 2016; Skiba, Michael, Nardo,
& Peterson, 2002; Skiba et al., 2002; Smith, Fisher, & Frey, 2015; Varnham, 2005;

Verdugo, 2002).
With increasingly widespread dissatisfaction with zero tolerance and its

inequitable consequences, alternative practices to discipline are crucial to addressing the
root causes of nonconforming behavior in schools. Restorative practices repair

relationships through forgiveness and the restoration of respect and psychological well

being. This approach addresses social-emotional learning and improves school climate.
These practices are less exclusionary and more meaningful in building relationships,
teaching the impact of nonconforming behavior, and accepting responsibility for harm.
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This dissertation explored the restorative practices approach and its utility in the
discipline practices of schools. While certainly not a cure-all for the behavior misconduct

in schools, it presents a way to look at the nature of relationships and community to bring

about a different way to view infractions, and ultimately alternative ways to respond. The
next section will provide general background on zero-tolerance policies and restorative

policies.

Background
Peter Nunez, the U.S. attorney in San Diego in 1986, can be credited for the initial

national attention around zero tolerance, as it was the name of a program he developed to

seize ships and large boats that were transporting drugs (Skiba & Knesting, 2001). As a

result, anyone who crossed the border with drugs was charged in federal court. In 1989,
President Bush and governors across all 50 states gathered to discuss the state of

education, and as a result, the National Education Goals were established (Council for

American Private Education, 1991; Modzeleski, 1996). The foundation of these goals
was acknowledgement of the importance of safe and drug-free schools. As part of his
plan for education reform, President George Bush called for safe, disciplined, and drugfree schools by the year 2000 (Robbins, 2005). In the early 1990s, patterns of school

violence created angst among educators who wanted a sound response to drugs, weapons,

and gangs (Skiba & Knesting, 2001). In fact, California, New York, and Kentucky were
the first states in 1989 to apply zero tolerance and mandate expulsion for incidents of
drugs, fighting, and gang-related activity (Skiba & Knesting, 2001). School districts
began to further the use of zero tolerance policies by applying them to school infractions

other than weapons, drugs, and gangs.

3

Under President Bill Clinton’s administration, the National Education Goals were
legalized when Congress passed the Goals 2000: Educate America Act in 1994

(Modzeleski, 1996). To help school districts create the “safe, disciplined, and drug-free

learning environment” that President Bush initially called for, the federal government
designed the Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities Act of 1994, which was a
major program that provided school districts with financial assistance to support drug or
violence prevention programming (Modzeleski, 1996, p. 413). The Safe and Drug-Free

Schools and Communities Act replaced the original legislation, the Drug-Free Schools
and Communities Act, that was passed by Congress in 1986 to support school-based drug

education and prevention, and was passed as part of the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

As another subsection of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Gun
Free Schools Act was also signed in 1994 and required all states to have legislation
mandating a one-year expulsion for firearms possession on school grounds by October

1995 (Modzeleski, 1996). Additional provisions required a referral to local law

enforcement as well as the state law provision of modified expulsions as needed,
depending on the case (Heitzeg, 2009; Skiba & Knesting, 2001; Skiba & Losen, 2015).

Amendments to the Gun-Free Schools Act have expanded “weapon” to include any
instrument that could be used as a weapon (Skiba & Knesting, 2001). School districts that

fail to comply with these provisions face loss of funding (Modzeleski, 1996). Thus, zero
tolerance became national policy when the Gun-Free Schools Act was signed in 1994.
Beyond the initial intent of the federal mandate of zero tolerance for weapons,

state legislatures and local school districts have applied zero tolerance to incidents such
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as drugs and alcohol, fighting, and threats (Skiba & Knesting, 2001). There is a belief,

referred to as the broken-window theory, that harsh punishment for minor offenses will

send a message and deter more major, serious incidents (Curran, 2019; Teske, 2011;
Skiba & Knesting, 2001). Consequently, it was this worry of rising cases of violence that

led to increased use of suspension and/or expulsion for minor, less egregious infractions

(Skiba & Losen, 2015; Heitzeg, 2009). Policies like this, intended to create a safe school
environment, have in turn become problematic for youth and present major implications

for disparities and inequities in suspension and expulsion rates (Skiba & Losen, 2015),

which will be detailed further in the next chapter.
This disparity and inequity in suspension and expulsion rates for students of color

is the underpinning of efforts to rethink the zero tolerance policy. Under the Obama

administration, Attorney General Eric Holder worked with the Department of Education
to issue new guidelines around discipline (“Obama administration,” 2014). In 2014,
school districts were urged to revise their zero-tolerance policies. However, as of 2018,

under the direction of Education Secretary Betsy DeVos, discussions have taken place
within the U.S. Department of Education to discard previous guidance around school
discipline passed under President Obama (Hirji, 2018).

While zero-tolerance policies may have been enacted to maintain safety in the
schoolhouse, judging by the negative impacts, these policies have done more harm than

good (APA, 2008; Curran, 2016; Heilbrun, Cornell, & Lovegrove, 2015; Morris & Perry,

2016; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002; Skiba et al., 2002; Smith, Fisher, &
Frey, 2015; Varnham, 2005; Verdugo, 2002), and necessitate a call for an alternative

approach to student discipline. Restorative practices are an approach that establishes
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positive relationships, builds community, addresses school misconduct in a constructive

way (as misbehavior is seen as harm to relationships), encourages acceptance of
responsibility for actions, and provides tools to repair relationships. With opportunities to

make things right when harm to a relationship has occurred, this approach has the
potential to transform students and staff, and to reduce exlusionary discipline and

decrease racial disparities, thereby creating safer and more supportive school climates.
What are restorative practices? According to Ted Wachtel (2016), founder of

the International Institute for Restorative Practices (IIRP), “restorative practices is a
social science that studies how to build social capital and achieve social discipline

through participatory learning and decision-making” (p. 1). The fundamental hypothesis

of restorative practices is that “human beings are happier, more cooperative and
productive, and more likely to make positive changes in their behavior when those in
positions of authority do things with them, rather than to them or for them” (Watchel,

2016, p. 3). Fundamentally, restorative practices are about building relationships and a
sense of community through collaboration. The power of relationships is leveraged to
create space for community, collaboration, trust, and shared expectations.

Receiving punishment from individuals with whom no relationship exists can encourage
“socially irresponsible attitudes” (Macready, 2009, p. 212). Thus, the need exists for a
school environment that nurtures relationships, respect, and empathy.

Restorative practices include a set of informal and formal practices designed for
implementation before conflict occurs as well as after its occurrence. The informal

practices that are done before conflict arises focus on the initial and deliberate actions

taken to build community and establish relationships. The term restorative justice has
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been used to describe those formal practices utilized to repair harm and restore
relationship after wrong has been done. The difference between restorative practices and
restorative justice warrants deeper reflection, which is discussed next.

Restorative practices and restorative justice. The terms restorative justice and
restorative practices are often used interchangeably within the literature, as they are

uniquely related. In a meta-analysis of the existing literature on restorative justice as a
response to criminal behavior, Latimer, Dowden, and Muise (2005) defined restorative

justice as an attempt to address harm resulting from crime in a way that brings the victim,
the offender, and the community together, voluntarily. The restorative justice paradigm in
the criminal justice system views crime as an offense against both a person and a

relationship as opposed to an offense of the law (Latimer, Dowden, & Muise, 2005;

Shaw, 2007). Thus, the way to address criminal behavior, then, is to fix the break in the
relationship and the damage caused by the behavior. As a result, an opportunity for the

victim and the offender to come face-to-face to talk about what happened and what can
be done to right the wrong is provided (Latimer, Dowden, & Muise, 2005). Restorative

justice in this way hinges on the willingness to meet with those impacted by the behavior,
to be honest, to accept responsibility for actions, and to work together on how to repair
the damage (Latimer, Dowden, & Muise, 2005).
At the IIRP, restorative justice is seen as a response to harm after a problem

occurs, whereas restorative practices include the intentional practices meant to be

preventive in nature, by building social capital, establishing trust, and creating common

values and behaviors, prior to problems occurring (Wachtel, 2016). Morrison and
Vaandering (2012) recognize the aim of restorative justice as maintaining safe school
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communities through the power of relationships. Recognizing the human need and
capacity for relationship, restorative justice reverses institutional power dynamics by
moving beyond the rule or law that was broken and deserved punishment, to a relational

process that addresses what happened, identifies who was impacted and the supports they

may need, and seeks ways in which amends can be made (Morrison & Vaandering,

2012). In doing so, instead of other people outside of the relationship solving problems,
individuals learn to collectively solve problems in the context of the relationship in which
the problem occurred. Contrary to traditional responses when harm occurs, emotional

engagement is a key element in restorative justice, as it builds emotions such as empathy,
while permitting the true expression of emotions such as anger or fear (Morrison &

Vaandering, 2012).
In the context of schools and educational policy, the paradigm shift to a more

restorative philosophy allows and nurtures three restorative actions: restitution,

resolution, and reconciliation. This is quite different from the traditional process of

sending a student, along with the behavior, out of the classroom to the principal’s office.
In the traditional scenario, the principal, who is removed from the relationship where the

problem occurred, becomes the problem solver instead of the student and classroom

teacher collectively problem solving to repair the harm and restore the relationship.

Returning the task of problem solving to those who are most directly involved is the heart

of restorative justice - “Through restitution the harm is repaired; through resolution the
community reduces the risk of the harm reoccurring; through reconciliation comes
emotional healing” (Morrison & Vaandering, 2012, p. 140).
In both the criminal justice system and the educational system, restorative justice
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is about violations of people and relationships. Though crime behavior may be different
from student misbehavior in school, restorative justice in any context involves accepting

responsibility for one’s actions, understanding how others are affected, and collectively
agreeing on how the harm will be repaired (Cavanagh, 2009; Latimer, Dowden, & Muise,

2005; Morrison & Vaandering, 2012). Because at the center of this approach is
relationships, everyone involved in an offense is considered. The offender is held
accountable for his or her actions, the needs of both the offender and others harmed as a

result of the offensive behavior are considered, and the resolution involves healing and

restoration (Roland, Rideout, Salinitri, & Frey, 2012). The next section will discuss

essential components of the restorative approach, specifically, from the perspective of
IIRP, which is the approach followed within the context of this research.

Statement of the Problem
Many negative effects of zero-tolerance policies have been observed since its
application in the educational setting. For instance, student suspensions are higher in
school buildings where zero-tolerance is in effect (Heilbrun, Cornell, & Lovegrove,

2015). African American and Latino students were more likely to be suspended, and
students who were suspended scored lower on end-of-year tests, all within the same
school (Morris & Perry, 2016). Black students have been disproportionately impacted, as

they are more likely to be suspended from school (Verdugo, 2002) and receive harsher
discipline for less serious offenses or for reasons that are more subjective (APA, 2008).

Additionally, students have a greater likelihood of being arrested during the month they
are suspended or expelled from school (Monahan, VanDerhei, Bechtold, & Cauffman,

2014).
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Current literature suggests that the widespread use of zero-tolerance policies may
cause more harm than good, urging us to look to alternatives to this policy. The
underlying problem for educators centers around alternative methods to respond to

student misbehavior that teach students through relationships, how to be socially

responsible. Current research suggests restorative justice as a promising alternative to
zero-tolerance policies where, through its use, students can find acceptance for who they
are and learn how to handle conflict, accept responsibility, repair relationships, exercise

forgiveness, and belong to a community (Smith, Fisher, & Frey, 2015). The specific
problem becomes identifying the factors that make implementation of restorative justice

programs in the educational setting impactful.
Purpose of the Study
This study investigated restorative practices implementation and the student
outcome of suspensions in one large urban school district located in northeast Ohio.

Specifically, the purpose of this study was to explore the implementation of restorative

practices, including the relationship between an educator’s aptitude for forgiveness and
implementation of various components of restorative practices, as well as the impact of
implementation on the student level outcome of out-of-school suspension.

Conceptual Framework
There are several perspectives and theoretical contexts that undergird restorative

practices. This study focuses on the implementation of restorative practices by
conceptualizing forgiveness as a critical factor in the endorsement of these practices, and
ultimately, the extent to which this approach is implemented. This assumption is largely

based on the literature around forgiveness and restorative practices, which suggests
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relationships, forgiveness and endorsement as important factors for the successful
implementation of this approach.

Conceptually, through the lens of restorative practices, instead of viewing student
misbehavior as a violation of rules, it is seen as a violation of a person or relationship.

Restorative justice, then, refers to the practices utilized to respond to and repair damage

caused by argument, or offending or dishonest behavior, and to restore relationships that
may have been broken as a result of the harm (Cavanagh, 2009). Because at the center of
this approach is relationships, everyone involved in an offense is considered. The

offender is held accountable for his or her actions, the needs of the both the offender and

others harmed as a result of the offensive behavior are considered, and the resolution

involves healing and restoration (Roland, Rideout, Salinitri, & Frey, 2012). By design,
these practices are meant to be transformative in that a marked change occurs, thereby
reducing subsequent offenses or wrongdoing (Roland et al., 2012).

The use of restorative practices to repair harm provides an opportunity for dialog

about what happened and what can be done to make things right (Latimer, Dowden &
Muse, 2005). This process hinges on the willingness to come together, to be honest, to

accept responsibility for actions, and to work together to repair the damage (Latimer,
Dowden & Muse, 2005). In order for true relationship repair and restoration to occur,

forgiveness must be present, as it is an inherent value of restorative justice (Morrison &
Vaandering, 2012). Further, the likelihood that forgiveness will occur to repair and
restore the relationship is greater when there is commitment to the relationship (Exline,
Worthington, Jr., Hill, & McCullough, 2003).

Restorative practices are deeply relational. Belief in restorative practices and the
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view that relationships are important and can be harmed enables educators to forgive and
work toward ways to repair the harm. Forgiveness is possible through meaningful
relationships that are established as a result of implementing these practices. The study

hypothesis is that implementation of restorative practices is more likely to occur
consistently and with fidelity among those who not only endorse the approach because it

aligns with their personal beliefs, but also among those with a propensity to be forgiving.

Relationships between these factors are illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Conceptualization of relationships among factors related to this study. This figure illustrates that
endorsement of restorative practices involves establishing relationships and exercising forgiveness, and that
endorsement of this approach leads to consistent implementation, allowing for harm to be repaired and
relationships to be restored.

Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study were:
1. To what extent are educators implementing the elements of the restorative
practices continuum (affective statements, restorative questions, circles,

impromptu conferences, and formal restorative conferences)? How do educator

demographics (i.e. years of experience, years within the district, years at the
current building, grade level, position, race, and gender) inform implementation

of the restorative practices continuum?
2. What factors will emerge from survey items that are strongly related and

therefore, group together, to contribute to restorative practices implementation?
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How does the factor model identified in the context of this study compare with the
factors found in the RAND study conducted in Pittsburgh Public Schools?
3. To what extent does an educator’s value of forgiveness predict each anticipated

factor of restorative practices implementation?
4. Is there a relationship between a school’s overall implementation of restorative

practices and the number of suspensions in the school?

Limitations
This study has limitations that arise in the areas of research context and data.
Contextually, it is important to note that in this district, the work of restorative practices

is among other climate and culture initiatives that are in place, which may not be the case
in other districts. Specifically, the district has been engaged in work around Positive

Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS), Trauma-Informed Schools, Adverse
Childhood Experiences (ACEs), and Resilience. The district has been intentional about
integrating restorative practices into the PBIS framework as universal practices to build
relationships and community, as well as more targeted and intensive ways to respond to

behavior challenges when they occur. Other districts may not have these added initiatives
around school culture and climate.

It is also important to note that the timing of the study can be a limitation. This
study will be conducted just a year after all staff have received training in the restorative

practices approach. Data will be collected over the summer months. Although

districtwide trainings occurred in all school buildings just before the 2018-2019 school
year began, there was no extra coaching provided throughout the school year, as is often

done as a follow up to training. The district did offer a professional development session
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in January 2019 for any staff interested in learning more. However, each school building

was essentially left to its leader to further develop what the implementation of restorative
practices looked like for the building or for individual teachers, what it meant to practice
this approach within their realm of work. Implementation can vary among school

buildings, and also among individuals within the same building.
Other limitations of this study are related to the data. Survey questions only
consider the perspective of the educator, which could be a limited representation of
implementation of restorative practices. Student perception of the implementation of
restorative practices was not collected. Further, this study only considers how the student
outcome of out-of-school suspensions were impacted by endorsement of restorative

practices. Information was not collected on student office discipline referrals, whether or
not a restorative intervention was used instead of a traditional consequence, or the use of
restorative interventions in the classroom prior to an office discipline referral.

Significance of the Study
The results of this study will be of great benefit to school districts and will assist
educators in the implementation of restorative justice programs, a promising alternative

to zero-tolerance policies, which is more accepting of students and teaches them how to

handle conflict, accept responsibility, repair relationships, exercise forgiveness, and
belong to a community (Smith, Fisher, & Frey, 2015). The findings will significantly

contribute to the field of education in demonstrating not only the utility of an alternative
approach to student discipline, but also the factors that make implementation of

restorative approaches impactful. Through investigation, the study will provide further
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support for the implementation of restorative practices to reduce exclusionary discipline
in that of student suspensions.

This study also contributes to the literature and fills a gap not yet explored on the

relationship between an educator’s aptitude for forgiveness and implementation of
various components of restorative practices. Given this information, schools would be
armed with information useful in developing an implementation plan and strategies for
enhancing the knowledge and skills of educators around restorative practices, thereby

encouraging endorsement of restorative practices.
Operational Definition of Key Terms
Forgiveness - a conscious decision to acknowledge harm, but also to let go of resentment

and retaliation (Exline, Worthington, Jr., Hill, & McCullough, 2003). It is a process that

cannot be forced, but rather is ongoing and often something people have to work toward.
Endorsement - the approval and support of restorative practices as related to how an

educator views the utility of the approach
Implict Bias - the automatic and unconscious beliefs about and thoughts toward groups

of people that guide one’s behavior (Staats, Capatosto, Wright, & Contractor, 2015).
Racial Threat - increased social control that occurs in higher concentrations of a minority
race because of some perceived theat of that race, would influence the use of restorative

practices (Payne & Welch, 2015)

Restorative Justice - response to harm after a problem occurs (Wachtel, 2016)
Restorative Practices - intentional practices meant to be preventive in nature, by building
social capital, establishing trust, and creating common values and behaviors, prior to
problems occurring (Wachtel, 2016)
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Restorative Practices Continuum - a component of restorative practices that ranges from
informal, proactive processes to formal, reactive processes (Wachtel, 2016). The
elements include affective statements, restorative questions, circles, impromptu
conferences, and formal restorative conferences

Stereotype Threat - A specific identity contingency that indicates that “as members of
society we have a good idea of what other members of society think about certain things major groups and identities in society” (Steele, 2011, p. 5).

Zero-tolerance - used to refer to policies applied to school infractions that receive a
mandatory suspension and/or expulsion, and possibly a referral to law enforcement
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CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW
Exclusionary discipline is a means of punishment utilized by schools as a

response to student misbehavior that pushes students out of the mainstream environment

of school. Such policies, often referred to as zero-tolerance policies, have often governed
the decisions made by school leadership to exclude students from school. Through

exclusionary practices, students come to understand that they are not wanted in school,

which negatively impacts their sense of belonging. Furthermore, exclusionary discipline
practices continue to marginalize racial groups, namely African American and Latino

youth that are already overrepresented when it comes to racial disparities in school
discipline data (Anyon et al., 2016; Wilson, 2013). To rely only on punitive practices that

result in high suspension and expulsion rates perpetuates the obstinance and
uncooperativeness observed in students in the educational system across the country. For
this reason, schools should consider a shift from traditional, punitive practices to an

approach grounded in a restorative philosophy. Restorative practices are the alternative
approach that is the focus of this investigation.
The purpose of this study will be to examine the implementation of restorative

practices, including the relationship between an educator’s aptitude for forgiveness and
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implementation of various components of restorative practices, as well as the impact of
implementation on student level outcomes. This chapter explores the implementation of
restorative practices in the educational setting, including literature on the impact of such

practices. In this literature review, information is included on: 1) zero tolerance policy
and its impact; 2) restorative practices and their components; 3) impact of restorative

practices; and 4) implementation of restorative practices. I also discuss the role of cultural
change, school leadership, and values in restorative practices. Particularly, forgiveness is
highlighted as a necessary value for facilitating endorsement and sustained

implementation of restorative practices. The next section will begin by examining school
discipline as precipitated by zero tolerance policy in schools.

Zero Tolerance Policy
In the 1980’s, the use of zero-tolerance policies in schools reflected the harsh

response born out of federal drug policy (Skiba & Losen, 2015). School districts then
began to further the use of zero-tolerance policies for school infractions involving

weapons, drugs, and gangs, though there was no significant increase in these types of
school incidents (Heitzeg, 2009). Under President Bill Clinton’s administration, the Gun

Free Schools Act was signed in 1994 mandating a one-year expulsion for firearms
possession on school grounds and a report to local law enforcement (Heitzeg, 2009;

Skiba & Losen, 2015). Consequently, the worry of rising cases of violence led to
increased use of suspension and/or expulsion for minor, less egregious infractions

(Heitzeg, 2009; Skiba & Losen, 2015;). Policies like this, intended to create a safe school
environment, have in turn become problematic for youth and present major implications

for disparities and inequities by race, social class, disability, and gender in suspension
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and expulsion rates (Skiba & Losen, 2015).

While zero-tolerance policies may have been enacted to maintain safety in the
schoolhouse, it has done more harm than good. The goal of discipline should be to

change behavior. However, instead of teaching new behavior, punishments add to the

separation of teachers and students (Smith, Fisher, & Frey, 2015). Over time, there are
negative results associated with suspension including poor academic performance,

repeated misbehavior, risk of school dropout or delayed graduation, and increased chance
of involvement with the juvenile justice system (Skiba & Losen, 2015; Smith, Fisher, &
Frey, 2015). The risk of increased interaction with the juvenile justice system has often

been referred to as the school-to-prison pipeline (Varnham, 2005). Additionally, zero
tolerance policies have negatively impacted minority students, as minority students are

more likely to be suspended from school (Verdugo, 2002).
The school-to-prison pipeline is a real phenomenon that many educators are
concerned about, as the discipline practices utilized in schools often mirror those used in

jails (Heitzeg, 2009). It is zero tolerance policies primarily that push students out of the

educational system and into the criminal justice system. In a sense, minor school
infractions are often criminalized as a result of zero tolerance policies. These policies
carry extreme discipline consequences, which could include expulsion and arrests.
Though the genesis of zero tolerance policies was due to violations involving weapons,

unfortunately, zero tolerance policies have often been applied to infractions that involve

neither serious offenses, nor violent offenses. To understand the implications of these
policies on students and schools, it is necessary to look at the empirical study of the
impact of the use of zero tolerance in schools. The following section addresses the
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literature on impact.
Impact of zero tolerance policies. Many effects of zero tolerance policies have

been observed since its application in the educational setting. In Virginia, 306 high
school principals were surveyed on their attitudes toward the use of zero tolerance and

suspension as a means to address discipline issues. In addition to principal ratings, other
data sources were considered to determine if racial disparities existed in the suspensions

of Virginia high school students. Measures included the association between suspension
rates and the principal’s attitude toward zero tolerance, and differences in offenses that
led to suspension, by race. Other data sources included suspension rates and types of
offense. Heilbrun, Cornell, and Lovegrove (2015) found that black students in Virginia

were suspended at a rate of more than twice that of the White students. Further, as it

related to the differences in offenses that resulted in suspension, black students did not
engage in aggressive offenses, which warranted suspension, at a higher rate than White

students. Also, in buildings in which the principal supported zero tolerance policies,
student suspensions were higher (Heilbrun, Cornell, & Lovegrove, 2015).

Similar to the Heilbrun, Cornell, and Lovegrove (2015) study, Curran (2019) also
studied zero tolerance discipline poicies and the impact on student suspension as well as

how school leaders perceived student misbehavior. Data from 36,650 districts from the

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) and the U.S. Department of Education’s
Office of Civil Rights were used for the analyses. Consistent with the previous finding,

Curran (2019) found that an increased use of exclusionary discipline could be predicted
by state zero tolerance laws. Specifically, an 8% increase in suspension rates is expected
when any mandated expulsion law is in existence. Furthermore, greater rates of
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suspension among Black students are expected in districts with a greater composition of
Black students. According to the American Psychological Association Zero Tolerance

Task Force report (2008), Black students have been disproportionately impacted, as they

receive harsher discipline for less serious offenses or for reasons that are more subjective.

The perceptions of school leaders’ of problem behavior of students did not show any
decreases (Curran, 2019).

In addition to the negative effect on racial disparities in school suspension data,

zero tolerance policy has also been shown to have an effect on academic performance.
Morris and Perry (2016) analyzed school discipline (out of school suspensions) and test

score data (math and reading) of 16,248 students in Kentucky, in grades 6 to 10, along
with gender, race, family structure, time, and socioeconomic status. Findings of this study

showed evidence not only of the negative impact of suspensions on academic
achievement, but also of racial disparity in achievement. African American and Latino

students were more likely to be suspended, and students who were suspended scored
lower on end-of-year tests, all within the same school (Morris & Perry, 2016).

To investigate the impact of zero tolerance policies on their school experiences

and overall outcomes, a grounded theory qualitative study conducted by Caton (2012)
involved interviews with ten Black males who did not complete high school. Through

axial coding, four central themes were found. First, the school environment was impacted
by the security measures that were employed and at times, created a difficult,

uncomfortable environment. Second, there was a need for strong relationships between

teachers and students, as these relationships made a difference in the success of students.
Third, student learning was impacted by the time spent in disciplinary spaces. Black
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males were recognized as “behavior” concerns and thus, subjected to exclusionary
consequences. These consequences excluded them from the classroom space and teacher

and student relationships, the last theme, which ultimately led to a lack of success.
Among the many effects of zero tolerance policies in schools is the relationship
between suspensions or expulsions, truancy, and contact with the juvenile justice system

and the association with zero tolerance policies. In Monahan, VanDerhei, Bechtold, and
Cauffman (2014) this relationship was examined among youth involved in a juvenile
offenders program in two major metropolitan areas. Measures included monthly records

of number of arrests, whether or not the student was suspended or expelled, whether or
not the student was truant, and self-reported ratings of peer delinquency, parental

monitoring, and academic commitment. Results of the study of 1,354 adolescents, ages
14 through 17, suggested a greater likelihood of being arrested during the month that

youth were suspended or expelled from school. Similarly, the likelihood of being arrested
during the months when youth are truant from school was also higher than when they

choose to attend school. Further, the relationship between truancy and the likelihood of
being arrested was moderated by differences in parental monitoring and academic
commitment. When race, ethnicity, and gender were considered, unlike many other

studies, the likelihood of arrest for youth in this study was increased by suspension or

expulsion from school (Monahan, VanDerhei, Bechtold, & Cauffman, 2014). This

finding indicates that, although consequences may be applied differently for males and
minorities as evidenced by other studies (Heilbrun, Cornell, & Lovegrove, 2015; Skiba,
Michael, Nardo, & Peterson, 2002), once students are suspended or expelled, it is the

disciplinary removal from school that increases the likelihood of arrest, regardless of
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race, ethnicity, or gender (Monahan, VanDerhei, Bechtold, & Cauffman, 2014). The

practices that occur within schools have the power to impact the lives of young people.
Alternatives to these policies and practices will be discussed below.

As indicated in the extant literature, the widespread use of zero tolerance policies
may cause more harm than good. The next section considers alternatives to this policy. It

is followed by consideration as to whether zero tolerance policies offer utility in any way
for schools.
Flexibility and alternatives to zero tolerance policies. Given the research on

negative consequences of zero tolerance policies (APA, 2008; Caton, 2012; Curran,

2016; Heilbrun, Cornell, & Lovegrove, 2015; Monahan, VanDerhei, Bechtold, &
Cauffman, 2014; Morris & Perry, 2016; Skiba & Losen, 2015; Skiba et al., 2002; Smith,

Fisher, & Frey, 2015; Varnham, 2005; Verdugo, 2002), there is evidence in the literature

of policy recommendations that reduce the use of zero tolerance policies to only the most
serious of cases. In lieu of abandoning zero tolerance discipline as a whole, there is

consideration of its utility when reserved for serious situations that involve drugs,

weapons, threats, or serious bodily injury. According to Verdugo (2002), when utilized,
zero tolerance should be reasonable and equitable. Schools should consider the student’s
intent, the impact on educational outcomes, and participation in supportive services.

Schools should also examine previous practices to maintain consistency in how behaviors
are addressed (Verdugo, 2002).

As suggested in the literature, disciplinary policy, as it currently exists in schools
today, requires the use of alternative methods rather than suspension and other

exclusionary practices that continue to push marginalized groups further out. School level
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practices employed to respond to student misbehavior have shifted in such a way that

values the worth of all - students and staff. The days of management by control and

compliance are potentially waning. More now than ever, relationships are key to teaching
students how to be socially responsible.

The research on exclusionary discipline suggests a need for change in how

schools view and respond to student behavior. Students are neither problems nor defined
by problems as if they have been “diagnosed with a terminal illness” (Cavanagh, 2009, p.

68). Students are learning and growing, and should be provided with productive
responses when they do not conform to school rules. An investment in restorative justice
through funding for all staff to be trainined in restorative practices (RP) is a promising

alternative to zero tolerance policies. With the use of RP, students can find acceptance for
who they are and learn how to handle conflict, accept responsibility, repair relationships,
exercise forgiveness, and belong to a community (Smith, Fisher, & Frey, 2015). The next

section will explore restorative practices in more detail.
Restorative Practices
Restorative practices in the educational setting are a relatively new approach and
an alternative to student discipline that seeks to reduce the need to exclude youth from

school. The restorative practices approach offers a way to examine student misbehavior
in the context of relationships, and repairing relationships through forgiveness and
restoration.

Essential components of restorative practices. The International Institute of

Restorative Practices (IIRP) identified several components of the restorative practices
framework: 1) social discipline window; 2) restorative justice typology; 3) restorative
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practices continuum; 4) nine affects; 5) compass of shame; and 6) fair process. Each will

be described separately, with an in-depth look at the practices along the restorative
practices continuum.

The social discipline window component, displayed in Figure 2, indicates how

high or low control combines together with high or low support to describe four different
approaches to the informal norms that govern behavior, and the boundaries for behavior

(Wachtel, 2016). This conceptualization identifies four approaches that produce variation
in relationships through degrees of control and ranges of support, and can be

characterized whether things are done with, to, or for people, or not at all. Based on the

fundamental hypothesis of restorative practices, the optimal zone is with, which is
restorative in nature, as it includes collaboration, mutual respect and shared expectations.

The next component describes the importance of participation of certain groups in the
restorative process.

WITH

restorative
authoritative

FOR

permissive

LOW — support (encouragement, nurture)—►HIGH

Figure 2. Social Discipline Window (Wachtel, 2016). This figure
illustrates four approaches to social and behavioral control.

The restorative justice typology involves the interaction of three primary groups:
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victims or those who were harmed, offenders or those who did the harm, and their

communities of care (Wachtel, 2016). Communities of care consists of those who support
victims or offenders either directly or with services. To be fully restorative, each group,

together, makes decisions about how to repair the harm and through the interaction, each
group has the opportunity to have its emotional needs met. Another component is the
restorative practices continuum that ranges from informal, proactive processes to formal,

reactive processes (Wachtel, 2016).

Because restorative practices often involve an exchange of emotions, it is
important to understand the nine affects, as they explain how humans express emotion. In
this component, there are two positive affects (interest-excitement and enjoyment-joy),

one of surprise-startle, and six negative affects (shame-humiliation, distress-anguish,

disgust, fear-terror, anger-rage, and dissmell, or repulsion) (Wachtel, 2016). As humans,

we feel best when positive affect is maximized, negative affect is minimized, and there is

freedom to express any affect (Wachtel, 2016). This notion parallels the freedom of true
expression of emotions such as anger or fear as described by Morrison and Vaandering
(2012). The ability to express affect, or emotion, allows for the development of emotional

bonds (Wachtel, 2016).
The compass of shame is an important component that describes how humans

behave when shame is experienced. This includes reactions of withdrawal, attacking self,
avoidance, and attacking others (Wachtel, 2016). It also explains how feelings of shame

can occur anytime the expression of positive affects (interest-excitement and enjoyment

joy) is interrupted (Wachtel, 2016). Understanding this concept helps one to understand
why those who have been harmed or victims of crime feel shame. Wachtel (2016) points
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out that those with healthy self-esteem are able to work through and rebound from their
feelings of shame.

The final component of restorative practices is fair process, which describes how

those in leadership positions manage their authority in their various roles and operate

within the social discipline window. There are three principles to fair process:
engagement, explanation, and expectation clarity. Connected to the fundamental

hypothesis of restorative practices, fair process involves others in the decisions that affect

them (engagement), provides explanation for decisions (explanation), and ensures that all
are clear about decisions and expectations (expectation clarity) (Wachtel, 2016).

Each of the components help to explain the restorative practices framework.

Important to note is that fields such as education, social work, and criminal justice are

among many to incorporate programs and processes based on restorative practices

(Wachtel, 2016). This research considers restorative practices in the educational context.

The next section will detail processes, beginning with informal and concluding with

formal, that schools may utilize. Variations of these practices is dependent upon the
creativity and needs of the schools.

Continuum of informal and formal practices. Informal practices are utilized to
build relationships, develop community, and manage conflict. Informal practices include
proactive circles, affective statements, and affective questions. More structured practices

include reactive circles or impromptu conferences, and those that are more formal,
needing intricate preparation to repair harm and restore relationships. See Figure 3.

Examples of this include restorative conferences or re-entry meetings. While some
practices may be typically used as informal or formal, any practice can be adapted along
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the continuum.
Circles refer to the gathering in a circle and the use of a talking piece to signify

that participants speak one at a time and only when they have the talking piece (Wachtel,

2016). The use of proactive circles before problems occur helps to teach pro-social skills,
model peacemaking, build positive relationships between students, between students and
staff, and among staff, and to create collaborative and safe spaces, which hopefully lead

to an overall improved school climate (Wachtel, 2016). Examples of proactive circles

could be used as morning meeting activities, to establish classroom norms, check-in with
students at the beginning of the week, introduce a new concept, review behavioral
expectations, teach social lessons or emotional literacy, and celebrate birthdays, all to

build connection, relationship, and community. Circles can also be used reactively to
address a problem or concern within the classroom or to manage conflict between
students (Wachtel, 2016).
Affective statements are helpful in communicating feelings. For example, a

teacher might say to a student, “When you talk while I am teaching, I feel disrespected
because I need you to pay attention to the lesson. Would you be willing to hold your

conversation until a more approprite time?” Affective questions help elicit reflection on

how one’s behavior affects others. For example, teachers might ask students to tell what

happened in an incident, and then might follow up with, “What were you thinking?”,

“Who has been affected by your actions?”, and “In what ways have they been affected?”
(Wachtel, 2016). Less informal are practices such as small impromptu conferences or

mediation. Small impromptu conferences involve asking both the person who caused
harm and the person who was harmed several affective questions. Questions of the person
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who was harmed could include “What was your reaction when the incident occurred?”,

“How do you feel about what happened?”, and “What has been the hardest thing for
you?” (Wachtel, 2016).

Mediation occurs between the victim and the offender, and perhaps anyone else
who may be involved in the situation, and can be led by peers. Peer mediation is often a

strategy used within the restorative justice framework in which trained peers deal with
student conflict to allow students to discuss their disagreements and problem-solve
solutions together (Varnham, 2005). Hopefully, what emerges is a more positive

relationship between the students involved in a dispute. More formal than a small
impromptu conference or peer mediation is the process of a restorative conference, which

brings together all individuals, including communities of care, impacted by a behavior,
offense, or some harm to discuss what happened and how individuals were impacted, and

to develop a resolution of how to make things right, with an emphasis on repairing the
relationship and holding individuals accountable (Morrison & Vaandering, 2012; Shaw,

2007; Wachtel, 2016; Wong & Lo, 2010).
Consistent use of informal practices with fidelity will create a culture in which

individuals are more aware of their emotions and how to manage them, more empathetic,
and take responsibility to regulate their emotions and behaviors, and reduce the need for

more formal practices (Wachtel, 2016). This is not to say that challenges do not exist in
implementing such an approach in a district or school building. How administrators,

teachers, and students buy-in to the process of restorative practices can ultimately impact
the successes and challenges of its implementation. Refashioning a culture around how
educators think about student misbehavior and consequences, and situating these
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thoughts in the implementation of restorative practices is no small task. In the next
section, I explore various school conditions related to implementation.
Implementation of Restorative Practices
Implementation of restorative practices requires that old practices are challenged,
as well as the beliefs and assumptions educators hold regarding discipline. For this

approach to take hold in a school setting, the research literature suggests that the overall
school culture be one that values relationships. The restorative practices approach offers a

way to examine student misbehavior in the context of relationships, and to repair and
restore relationships through forgiveness. School leadership may be responsible for the
overall school conditions for the successful implementation of restortaive practices, but

belief and buy-in to the approach is also important, as well as the ability to forgive
student misbehavior and other offenses that may occur within an educational setting. This

section attempts to explore the organizational and cultural change inherent in this type of
implementation, how leadership matters, and the importance of beliefs and forgiveness.
Organizational and cultural change. Because discipline practices that are
restorative instead of punitive confront established beliefs around discipline and

authority, their effectiveness is tied to organizational and cultural change. Blood and

Thorsborne (2005) demonstrate the importance of school culture and organizational
structure in implementing restorative practices, as it relies so heavily on relationships.
Because this approach creates a shift in how schools have traditionally thought about
student discipline and behavior management, it is important to understand that

foundationally, when an offense occurs, it potentially brings harm to relationships. Those
who believe in this work and the power of relationships are hopeful for not only better
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relationships with their students, but also better relationships between students, and better
relationships with colleagues.
According to Wachtel (2016), those who utilize the essential components of
restorative practices are hopeful that strong relationships will be built and that individuals
will feel a sense of community and belonging, and that as a result, human behavior will

be improved altogether. In effect, the approach of restorative practices is about
understanding how our behavior impacts others. Therefore, value must be placed on

relationships; otherwise, implementation of restorative practices will not achieve its
intent (Blood, 2005). Focusing on the value of relationships to improve outcomes for

students means that the school environment has to be conducive to creating flourishing
relationships.

Gregory, Clawson, Davis and Gerewitz (2016) conducted a study in which they
investigated the association between high teacher implementation of restorative practices

and positive teacher-student relationships. Study findings demonstrated that students who

reported higher restorative practices implementation also believed the teacher to be more

respectful. Additionally, student-reported higher implementation was associated with
lower discipline referrals as well as teachers with higher implementation of restorative

practices seldom opting for exclusionary discipline practices for student misconduct.
However, teacher-reported implementation of restorative practices was neither

significantly associated with teacher respect nor discipline referrals (Gregory et al.,
2016).

The strategic approach undertaken by schools to implement restorative practices

effectively involves a change management process that includes leadership commitment,
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development of expertise within the local context, quality implementation, and forward
planning for sustainability (Blood, 2005). School staff members are not automatically

equipped with the foundational skills and knowledge of restorative practices. Therefore,
providing multiple professional development opportunities is important so that every

individual’s capacity to support this work is built.

Implementing school discipline that is more restorative and less exclusionary

requires a change in school culture. Because restorative practices are such a shift from
traditional discipline, successful implementation is made possible by meaningful,

intentional, and productive organizational change. This type of transformational shift
involves relationships between every stakeholder within the school community. Thus, the
institutional framework must lend itself to positive change. Change in school culture is a
change in attitudes and behaviors, possibly pushing on beliefs and values. Such change

requires strong school leadership that is transformational as school leaders are charged
with the task of leading this type of reform. According to Morrison, Blood, and

Thorsborne (2005), leadership and empowerment work in tandem, as both need each
other. School leaders should be engaged in thought about restorative practices in
operation in the school setting and what strategic implementation could look like. The

importance of school leadership is discussed next.
The importance of school leadership. Because value must be placed on

relationships, a necessary task of school leadership is to create the environment and
conditions necessary for the appropriate cultural change to take place and be sustained.

According to Morrison, Blood, and Thorsborne (2005), the progress of restorative justice
will be due to effective leadership. School leaders can strategically approach the culture
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change process of implementation of restorative practices by first making a compelling

case for the need for change by connecting to the hearts and minds of staff. This, in
essence, will gain commitment early on and lead to the development of a shared vision,

anticipated goals for change, and a common language around implementation.
Leaders are an important factor in implementation to support the work, but more

importantly, to drive the work (Hopkins, 2015). It is necessary for school leaders to
support teachers as they address classroom management issues utilizing a new approach
such as restorative practices. Again, because school staff is not automatically equipped

with the foundational skills and knowledge of restorative practices, school leadership will
be resposible to provide training and development of individuals within the school
community. In fact, as implementation is monitored, the leader will be able to sense the
need for multiple professional development opportunities to support the work and to

ensure quality practice.

The actions of those in leadership positions communicate expectations to others,

and for this reason, change has to begin with leadership. Cultures that are highly resistant

to change are difficult to shift, which creates more of an impetus for strategic planning.
Successful implementation of restorative practices depends on the quality and drive of

school leadership. Blood and Thorsborne (2005) champion five practices of leaders who

are able to change the culture of an environment: they challenge the process, inspire a

shared vision, enable others to act, model the way, and encourage the heart (p. 5). The

paradigm shift required for restorative practices implementation requires a cultural
change in schools and a change in school operations. In this way, school leaders have an

awesome task in moving staff in this direction (Blood, 2005). In moving staff in this
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direction, it is reasonable to think that their beliefs about restorative practices will

influence their buy-in to the approach, as well as their ability to forgive, which is an
important dimension of restorative practices. These ideas will be discussed in the next
sections.
The importance of beliefs and buy-in. One very important aspect to consider

when asking educators to implement a new discipline approach is their personal

philosophy as it pertains to the new approach. Unlike an educator’s response when a

student shows difficulty with content, educators may take it personally when a student
exhibits difficulty with their behavior. Approaches like restorative practices hinge on

relationships with students and require a certain belief about the purpose of discipline.
Though it may be a school-wide initiative, how an educator sees the restorative

philosophy may impact their fidelity to implementation. A self examination of this could

reconcile the reluctance of staff to be “all-in.”

Roland, Rideout, Salinitri and Frey (2012) designed a two-stage study for the

purpose of creating an instrument to measure how well an individual’s personal beliefs

align with the overall model of restorative practices. A restorative justice ideology (RJI)
instrument was developed. Lower scores on the RJI instrument were related to higher
levels of personal distress, which has implications for the timing of RJ training. Further,
Roland et al. (2012) examined the predictability of teacher self-efficacy on scores on the

RJI instrument and concluded that 47% of the variance in RJI scores was attributed to
self-efficacy. Self-efficacy, as it relates to instructional practices and decision-making,

was a significant predictor of RJI (Roland et al., 2012). The results of this study indicated
that educators with a lower self-efficacy believe they are incapable of utilizing practices
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that are based in restorative justice and thus, resort to traditional discipline responses. In

effect, “increases in instructional self-efficacy and decision-making self-efficacy predict
an increase in RJI” (p. 442).

Examining individual personal beliefs and how they align to the restorative
approach raises the question of the alignment of individual values. Hopkins (2015) states
that restorative practices are not just about the actions done, but it is also a way of being.

As a result, the application of restorative practices at a personal level creates the biggest
change for those newly engaged in this work. Thus, genuine use of restorative practices

requires essential corresponding values. The characteristics and behaviors that motivate
an individual and guide the way one behaves has major implications for the use of
restorative practices. The view that relationships are important and can be harmed by

misbehavor lends itself to certain values, if one of the actions is to make things right. One
such value is the process of forgiveness, which plays a key role in the repairing and
restoring of relationships. Next, I explore the value of forgivess as a general construct and

within the context of this study.
The value of forgiveness. The restorative practices approach offers a way to

examine student misbehavior in the context of relationships, and to repair relationships
through forgiveness and restoration. In restoring student-teacher relationships that are

damaged because of student misbehavior, values are likely to be expressed. Morrison and
Vaandering (2012) identify values inherent to restorative justice as forgiveness, apology,

healing, and respect. Admittedly, there are painful situations that occur within the
educational context between staff and students. Negative interactions between teachers
and students add to hurtful experiences for both parties that need to be addressed.
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Educators may intuitively not take student misbehavior personally nor interpret it as
directed toward them. However, sometimes they do take it personally and become

offended. Through the restorative process, these experiences can be addressed, and
through forgivness, the relationship can be restored.

Forgiveness is a human value from the psychology literature that is described as a
conscious decision to acknowledge harm, but also to let go of resentment and retaliation

(Exline, Worthington, Jr., Hill, & McCullough, 2003). Those who have been harmed do
not forget or excuse what happened, they just make a choice to let it go. Norrie (2018)

conceptualizes forgiveness as a process of “giving to” and “giving up” within a
relationship based on a violation or some harm, in which forgiveness is built on a place of

pain. Forgiveness is not one-directional in that it is something given to someone.
Forgiveness in the sense of “giving to” is extended to the person who caused harm
whereas “giving up” refers to what happens within the person who was harmed.

Forgiveness in the sense of “giving up” relinquishes any claims on the person who caused
the harm. It is an act of letting go; thus the right to be angry or to seek vengeance is
“given up” (Hanke & Vauclair, 2016). The process of forgiveness is one that cannot be

forced, as it is ongoing and is often something that people work toward.

A concern with forgiveness is whether it perpetuates wrongdoing by not holding a
person accountable or if, alternatively, it humbles and motivates one to improve behavior

and right any wrongs (Exline, Worthington, Jr., Hill, & McCullough, 2003). While some
theories support punishment as a response to wrongdoing, others support forgiveness and

some recompense as an alternative to punishment (Exline, Worthington, Jr., Hill, &

McCullough, 2003). The use of restorative practices in the educational setting does not
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mean students do not receive consequences. Further, sometimes those consequences are
punitive in nature. Although the goal is to reduce the use of punishments for more
compensatory types of consequences, students are held accountable for their actions. It is
important to understand that forgiveness does not absolve an individual from his or her

responsibiity, yet it does allow an individual to be redefined in relation to the harm he or

she caused (Norrie, 2018).
According to Exline, Worthington, Jr., Hill, and McCullough (2003), when there

is commitment to a relationship, there is a greater likelihood that forgiveness will occur

to repair and restore the relationship. It is reasonable to believe that in a classroom

setting, a teacher has a vested interest in the relationship with students, thereby making it
more likely that student misbehavior will be forgiven.

Forgiveness may do more than just aid the student-teacher relationship through
the process of restorative practices. Singh and Sharma (2018) investigated the

relationship between forgiveness and psychological well-being and found that individuals
who were more forgiving had better psychological well-being than those who were not as

forgiving. In a related study that investigated forgiveness, gratitude, and well-being,
Kumari (2016) found that negative affects such as anger, anxiety, and irritability are
experienced more by individuals who do not forgive others. Forgiveness in both studies

was measured using the Heartland Forgiveness Scale. The psychological well-being of
students and staff has great implications for the school building, as this may, in turn,

affect school culture in a positive way, improving empathy and self-efficacy, and
reducing distress, all of which are related conditions needed to carry out restorative

justice.
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Forgiveness not only results in better psychological well-being, but it also
functions to facilitate the implementation of restorative practices. The process of
restorative justice, which is strong in both support and accountability, involves bringing

together those involved as causing harm along with those who are harmed. The strength

of the process gives way for values like forgiveness to be in operation. Given this, it is
realized that the process of restorative practices could be colored by implicit bias, thereby
affecting how teachers treat students, especially those from underrepresented groups.
Implicit bias. Because studies have shown that discipline decisions are influenced

by the race of students or the racial make up of schools (Anyon et al., 2014; Anyon et al.,

2016; Payne & Welch, 2015), the concept of implicit bias must be lifted. Although this

research does not consider the effect of race on an educator’s forgiveness or use of
restorative practices, it is an important consideration. Implicit bias refers to the automatic

and unconscious beliefs we have about and thoughts we think toward groups of people
that guide our behavior (Staats, Capatosto, Wright, & Contractor, 2015). Thoughts that
are accepted as truth become part of one’s belief system and beliefs impact ways in

which we behave. Thus, beliefs drive action and just as likely, the view we have of
ourselves and others can also drive our behavior.

Banaji and Greenwald (2013), would agree with my assessment of the
relationship between thoughts, feelings, and actions. We may “know” something without

it being clearly or directly stated, or we may have a particular feeling, and both what we

“know” and how we “feel” are manifested in our actions (Banaji & Greenwald, 2013, p.
55). However, it is conceivable that false perceptions could exist based upon deeply
embedded thoughts, of which we are often unaware. It is also conceivable that implicit
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bias could operate in a classroom or school building, thereby affecting the ways in which
students are treated and subsequently, how relationships are built. Given that restorative
practices hinge heavily on relationships and values such as forgiveness, and given that

commitment to a relationship increases the likelihood that forgiveness will occur (Exline,
Worthington, Jr., Hill &McCullough, 2003), the effects of implicit bias cannot be

ignored.
The effects of implicit bias in the school setting are far reaching. Gilliam, Maupin,

Reyes, Accavitti, and Shic (2016) conducted a study to examine the effect of implicit bias

on racial disparities in preschool expulsions. Findings indicated that, while no behavior
concerns manifested, teachers expected Black boys to present more challenging behavior,

which suggested underlying biases. Additionally, researchers found that implicit biases
were different according to the race of the educator. White teachers held lower
expectations for Black students as compared to the expectations of Black teachers for

Black students. When considering family background and how it might relate to the ways

in which educators rated behavior, researchers found that when Black teachers
understood the stressors present in a Black student’s family, their ratings of behavior

were likely to decrease, whereas the opposite was seen with White teachers. Knowledge

of family stressors for Black students resulted in higher behavior rations from White

teachers. Finally, an unexpected finding was that Black teachers were more likely to
recommend exclusion of students from preschool than White teachers (Gilliam et al.,

2016).

Evidence demonstrates that the association of race and expectations hinders the

opportunity for empathy and the building of relationships that are necessary for the work

39

of restorative practices. When implicit bias is in operation and students are viewed
differently because of their race or their persistent, challenging behavior, we rob

opportunities to teach, build, restore, connect, and to forgive. Implicit bias could be a
major factor in how student behavior is interpreted, which could then present limitations

to a teacher’s ability to forgive. While a teacher may feel strongly aligned to restorative
practices, the presence of implicit bias may seriously inhibit the consistency and fidelity

of its implementation.
Yet, educators must not allow this to discourage restorative practices efforts.
Those who believe in the work around restorative practices and therefore utilize it expect
positive results. Though challenges exist in implementing such an approach in order to
maximize the expected benefits including reduced exclusionary discipline and reduced
racial disparity in school discipline, the impact of restorative practices is expected to

increase over time. The empirical study of impact is discussed in the next sections as it
relates to specific measures.

Impact of Utilizing Restorative Practices
Given the nature and purpose of restorative practices, there is an expectation that

using restorative practices will reduce instances of violence as well as repeat offenses,

thereby reducing the need for suspensions and expulsions. Through these practices, harm
will be repaired and relationships will be restored (Wachtel, 2016), thereby increasing

positive relationships and decreasing the need for exclusionary consequences. The

findings below suggest that students who experience a restorative approach as an

alternative to a traditional consequence will subsequently exhibit fewer discipline
occurrences. In the next sections, I examine the extent to which impact in these areas is
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shown in the literature.

Impact of restorative approaches on student suspension. Although the
presence of restorative practices does not mean the absence of consequences or the
absence of exclusionary consequences, one would expect the use of proactice and

responsive approaches to result in decreased use of exclusionary methods. In a
randomized controlled trial of the impact of restorative practices on suspension, data

were collected during two years of implementation from 22 control schools and 22

schools implementing restorative practices. Augustine et al. (2018) found a 16%

reduction in the days of instruction lost to suspension and a 13% reduction in the number
of suspensions for those schools implementing restorative practices. The elementary
schools in the treatment group reduced the days of instruction lost to suspension by more

than 50%.
Anyon et al. (2014) examined whether alternative discipline methods, including

restorative approaches, made a difference in the use of suspension or expulsion as a

disciplinary outcome. Findings relative to whether alternative discipline methods,

including restorative approaches, made a difference in the use of suspension or expulsion
indicated that two particular methods kept students from being excluded from school: in
school suspension and restorative approaches (Anyon et al., 2014).

Another study considered the outcome of future discipline referrals after a student

received a restorative intervention. Anyon et al. (2016) examined whether students who
received one or more restorative interventions during the first semester of school had
lower odds of receiving a discipline referral the second semester. Study findings

indicated that the odds of receiving another discipline referral or out-of-school
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suspension during the second semester were lower with every restorative intervention a
student received the first semester. Students who were referred for misbehavior in the
first semester and received a consequence that was restorative in nature, were less likely

than their peers to receive an office discipline referral during the second semester and less
likely to be suspended from school (Anyon et al., 2016). Interestingly, offenses with the

higher odds of a restorative intervention were interpersonal conflict such as bullying,
minor assault, and other detrimental behavior. Offenses that were not statistically

significant predictors of the use of a restorative intervention were destruction of school

property, disobedience or defiance, weapons (Anyon et al., 2016).
Through a qualitative lens, Cumings Mansfield, Fowler, and Rainbolt (2018)
sought to determine the success of implementation of restorative practices by way of

changes in discipline since the time of one high school’s implementation, as the district

was faced with the negative impact of exclusionary discipline on student achievement.
Thus, both suspension data as well as discipline crime and violence data from 2010 to

2015 were analyzed descriptively, and individual interviews with school and district

administrators were conducted.
Results of the Cumings et al. study of descriptive quantitative measures

demonstrated that since the time of implementation, there was a decline in in-school

suspension and out-of-school suspension. From the 2010-2011 school year to 2011-2012,
there was a 6% reduction in the number of students who received at least 1 day of in

school-suspension. In 2010-2011, 12% of students were suspended for at least 1 day. By
2014-2015, the percentage of students suspended dropped to 7%. In addition, over the

course of the 5-year implementation period, infractions that involved an offense against
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another person dropped from 100 to 23 and those with weapons dropped from 5 to 0.
Additional findings revealed challenges to implementation and sustainability of
restorative practices as teacher turnover, promotions, and funding. Changes in staff

requires additional training, which requires additional funding.

As to be expected and as demonstrated by the described studies, opting for
alternatives to exclusionary school practices like out-of-school suspension results in
immediate reductions of this type of consequence. The use of restorative practices
affords schools the opportunity to respond to student misconduct differently, thereby

teaching students social responsibility and keeping them in schoool. Addionally, opting

for alternatves to exclusionary practices such as restoratve practices might be promising
in impacting the racial disparity often observed in higher suspension rates of students of
color.

Influence of student race on use of restorative approaches. Many studies have

explored the effect of race on discipline decisions regarding office referrals such as
suspension, referral to law enforcement, or expulsion, and the influence of race on the use

of restorative interventions. Payne and Welch (2015) examined the likelihood of schools
to use restorative justice responses given the racial composition of the school. They
hypothesized that racial threat, which refers to the increased social control that occurs in

higher concentrations of a minority race because of some perceived threat of that race,

would influence the use of restorative practices. It was assumed that schools with a
greater makeup of Black students would have a negative relation to the use of restorative

responses such as conferences, peer mediation, restitution, community service, and a
model that includes the use of all of the restorative responses (Payne & Welch, 2015).
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Findings demonstrated that Black student composition was negatively and significantly

related to student conferences, peer mediation, restitution, community service, and the

comprehensive use of all restorative justice practices. The odds of using restorative

justice practices such as student conferences, peer mediation, restitution, community
service as a response to student misconduct are decreased with a greater percentage of
Black students in the school. In other words, schools with more Black students were

predicted to be less likely to implement a model of restorative justice practices (Payne &
Welch, 2015).
In the study conducted by Gregory, Clawson, Davis and Gerewitz (2016),

researchers also considered if student race made a difference in the association of the

extent to which restorative practices were implemented and the extent to which these
practices achieved positive teacher-student relationships. Student self-reported

race/ethnicity was consolidated into two racial groups: (1) Latino/African
American/American Indian/Multiracial and (2) White/Asian. There was no variation

across the racial groups in students who reported higher restorative practices
implementation and who believed the teacher to be more respectful. Additionally,

student-reported higher implementation was associated with lower discipline referrals for

both racial groups. Further, in addition to teachers with higher implementation of
restorative practices who seldom opted for exclusionary discipline practices for student

misconduct, these teachers also had smaller gaps in their data of referrals between
Latino/African American/American Indian/Multiracial and Asian/White students

(Gregory et al., 2016).
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Anyon et al. (2014) investigated the effect of race on discipline decisions

regarding office referral, suspension, referral to law enforcement, and expulsion. Results

of the study indicated that, in comparison to White students, there were harsher
consequences for equivalent infractions for Black, Latino and Multiracial students.

Further, after student demographics and behaviors were controlled for, students from

schools with higher concentrations of minority students had greater chances of receiving

exclusionary consequences. Study findings also demonstrated that the high rates of

suspension and law enforcement involvement observed within the minority student
population were not necessarily a function of variables such as increased misbehavior,

lower socioeconomic status, or special education status. Researchers hypothesized that

this could be due to the differences made in selection of students for office referrals and
in decisions about consequences, suggesting Black and Latino students are referred to the

office more and subsequently given different consequences.

Additionally, risk of exclusionary discipline was most predicted by office referral
reason. More than the effect of race, severity of the offense increased a student’s risk of
consequences such as suspension, expulsion, or law enforcement referral. Moreover,

when considering only race, gender, condition of special education, and if the disability is

categorized as an emotional one, the odds of student expulsion increased by gender

(Anyon et al., 2014). Findings relative to whether alternative discipline methods,
including restorative approaches, made a difference in the use of suspension or expulsion
indicated that two particular methods kept students from being excluded from school: in
school suspension and restorative approaches (Anyon et al., 2014).
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Anyon et al. (2016) considered the influence of student race on receiving

restorative interventions and subsequent discipline incidents in a particular school

district. There was also an examination of the equitable participation of students from
disadvantaged backgrounds in restorative interventions. Unlike the Anyon et al. (2014)
study where students from schools with higher concentrations of minority students had
greater chances of receiving exclusionary consequences, outcomes in this study were

similar across racial groups for receiving restorative interventions. Black and Latino
students were more likely to participate in restorative interventions than White students.

Regardless of this, Black students were still at a greater risk for being suspended during
the second semester. Although participation in restorative interventions was comparable

across racial groups, it did not reduce the risk of future suspensions, and thus, disparities

remained (Anyon et al., 2016).
Although the study conducted by Anyon et al. (2016) found that racial disparities

remained essentially unchanged, a recent study by Cumings Mansfield, Fowler, and
Rainbolt (2018) found a different result with regard to the impact of restorative justice
practices on discipline gaps that exist within various subgroups of students. When race

was considered, the suspension rate of Black students was reduced significantly from
nearly 23% in 2010-2011 to about 12% in 2014-2015 (Cumings Mansfield, Fowler, &
Rainbolt, 2018). Also, a 5% reduction was observed from the previous year to 2014

2015, which was the first year all of the faculty at the high school were trained in
restorative practices.
Conclusion

According to the literature, exclusionary practices such as zero tolerance are not
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effective strategies to teach students social responsibility and thereby reduce the number

of suspensions from school or the number of youth who enter the juvenile justice system.
The assumption that applying severe consequences to all infractions will engender

compliance dismisses the fact that students are relational beings and respond more
positively to social connections than to social control. Further, a focus on punitive
consequences does little to uncover the fundamental reason for a behavior or the extent of

its impact (Morrison & Vaandering, 2012). In a world that seemingly reinforces war and
violence, and a policy context in which schools practice exclusionary discipline,
Cavanagh (2009) suggests that we look to methods that reflect peace and nonviolence.
Specifically, alternatives to zero tolerance that center around strengthening relationships,

address social-emotional learning, and create systemic structures that nurture proactive
approaches offer promising strategies (Skiba & Losen, 2015). The restorative practices

approach is one such alternative. Leaders in education might focus on these practices, as
they are less exclusionary and more meaningful in building relationships, teaching the
impact of behavior, and accepting responsibility for behavior. There is a need for

additional research on the implementation of restorative practices in schools. In
particular, research should consider how buy-in of this approach and the value of

forgiveness contribute to implementation, and how implementation impacts student
outcomes such as suspensions and expulsions. The current research investigates these

conditions.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY
This quantitative study investigated restorative practices implementation and outcome

expectancies in one large urban school district located in northeast Ohio. Specifically, the
purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between an educator’s aptitude of

forgiveness and implementation of various components of restorative practices, as well as
the impact of implementation on student level outcomes. This section includes (1)

research questions, (2) research context, (3) population and sample, (4) data collection

methods, (5) independent and dependent variables, (6) instrumentation, and (7) data
analysis.

Research Questions
The research questions that guided this study were:
1. To what extent are educators implementing the elements of the restorative
practices continuum (affective statements, restorative questions, circles,

impromptu conferences, and formal restorative conferences)? How do educator

demographics (i.e. years of experience, years within the district, years at the
current building, grade level, position, race, and gender) inform implementation

of the restorative practices continuum?
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2. What factors will emerge from survey items that are strongly related and

therefore, group together, to contribute to restorative practices implementation?
How does the factor model identified in the context of this study compare with the
factors found in the RAND study conducted in Pittsburgh Public Schools?
3. To what extent does an educator’s value of forgiveness predict each anticipated

factor of restorative practices implementation?
4. Is there a relationship between a school’s overall implementation of restorative

practices and the number of suspensions in the school?

It was hypothesized that, educators who rate high in forgiveness, one of the values
inherent in restorative practices, would hold positive beliefs about restorative practices,

which would translate to their implementation. Additionally, when restorative practices
are implemented school-wide, there would be a reduction in the amount of exclusionary

practices, specifically suspensions/expulsions.
Answers to these questions are important for educators looking for alternative
methods to deal with student behavior. In understanding this, we will know more about
the degree to which restorative practices is implemented and how implementation

influences discipline outcomes for students. The implications for these findings will
inform the future practices of educators and districts, as well as future district policies.

Additionally, the findings may provide insight into how the value of forgiveness plays a
role in one’s belief in and implementation of restorative practices.
Research Context
The context in which this research took place was a large urban school district in
northeastern Ohio. Over 8,000 students were enrolled in the district for the 2018-2019
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school year, across 22 school buildings that are organized by grade band. There are 7

preschool to second grade buildings, 6 grades three through five buildings, 3 middle
school academies, 2 specialty schools, 1 early college high school, 1 ninth grade

academy, 1 main high school for tenth through twelfth grade, and 1 alternative school for

grades six through twelve.
There are 1,232 individuals employed by the district who are assigned to work in
school buildings. However, this study focused on 818 school staff members who have the

capacity for professional, direct relationships with students and interactions around
discipline. School building staff consists of administrators (principal, assistant principal,
dean of students), classroom teachers (core or other content area teachers, special
education), certified non-teaching (counselor, YES Teacher), and student support (student

success coach, school resource assistant). The student body consists of 8,065 students
who are representative of the following racial categories: 54% White, Non-Hispanic;

44% Black, Non-Hispanic; 1% Multiracial and less than 1% American Indian or Alaskan

Native; Asian; Hispanic, and Pacific Islander.
During the 2018-2019 school year, among the 8,065 students enrolled in the
District, the district’s discipline data indicated there were 1,830 incidents that led to an

out-of-school suspension, accounting for a total of 5,846 days out of school. The top five
conduct code violations that led to suspension were incidents in the categories of

assault/fighting, disruption of school, insubordination, disrespect, and use or possession
of drugs or look-a-like drugs (paraphernalia that bear resemblance to drug substances).
This school district, which is one of Ohio’s eight largest urban districts, is not an anomaly
in its results.
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Historically, the district has looked for ways to address the growing number of
suspensions of students in the younger grades. One of the grades 3 through 5 buildings

made a decision to not suspend during the 2015-2016 school year. However, there were

no alternatives put in place to deal with student misbehavior. As a result, serious behavior

was not properly addressed. At the same time, believing that as a district an active role

could be taken in reducing out of schools suspensions among students, several central
office administrators became interested in a new approach, restorative practices. A grant

award from KnowledgeWorks Foundation for alternative programming allowed the
district to host a Restorative Practices training conducted by the International Institute of

Restorative Practices (IIRP) during July 2017. Those in attendance were central office

administrators, staff from the alternative school, student success coaches from several
buildings throughout the district, a team from the grades 3 through 5 building, a middle
school teacher, and a school psychologist.

As a result of the initial July 2017 training, there was a synergy in the district
around the training experience that, with the help of state improvement dollars, led to

additional training. A cohort of leaders within the district received 6 days of training
during the Spring of 2018 and ultimately, the entire district received the 2-day

introduction to restorative practices and circles training in August 2018. Among those in
training during the Spring of 2018 were central office staff, principals, counselors,

student success coaches, union leadership, and safety personnel. The August 2018
training occurred by building with district-level staff included. The goals of the training

were to provide everyone in the district with a foundational understanding of what
restorative practices really means and how it interfaces with student discipline.
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While the district invested many financial and human resources to this endeavor,
it is important to note for this study that the implementation of restorative practices is not
district policy. Training was provided to all administrators, teachers, counselors, and
social service personnel, however, there is no policy to mandate its use, which may offer

some variance useful to the analysis. Of course, buildings administrators may take
ownership and communicate building-wide expectations for the implementation of

restorative practices, but there is no formal guidance or direction from the district level

by way of policy at this time.

Participants
Participants in this study were educators from each of the 22 school sites within
the District who fall into one of the following categories: Classroom Teaching (core and

other content area teacher, special education teacher); Administrative (principal, assistant
principal, dean of students); Student Support (student success coach, school resource
assistant); Certified Non-Teaching (counselor, YES Teacher). These specific roles deal

directly with students in relationship building as well as addressing student discipline

concerns.
Recruitment of the participants was done via an email to building principals with

a request to share with their building staff in the categories above. The email explained
the purpose of the study and outlined the expectations for participation. Those who

agreed to participate accessed the survey via a link provided in the email. Informed
consent was indicated on the survey. Announcements were made periodically during the
data collection window and served as reminders to complete the survey.
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The non-random sampling method employed was purposeful convenience

sampling, as all participants were targeted based upon availability and ease of access
(Hays & Singh, 2012). Participants in this study were selected based on two criteria.
First, they had to be a District staff member in one of the following roles: administrator,

teacher, other certified staff, classified staff. Second, they had to have attended the twoday training in basic restorative practices offered in August 2018. Hays and Singh (2012)

refer to this sampling method as purposeful sampling, which indicates that specific
criteria are established prior to sampling in order to purposely select participants.
To determine the minimum sample size needed for this non-experimental research

design, the G*Power software was used to calculate statistical power. Statistical power is
the probability of correctly rejecting the null hypothesis when it is indeed false (Warner,

2012). This means that a significant difference exists and it is correctly observed. Using
an acceptable power level of at least .80, an a priori power analysis was calculated for the

multiple linear regression test that will be used in this study. In a multiple regression

model with 2 predictors, a medium effect size (f2) of .15, and an alpha level of .05, based
on the G*Power power analysis, a minimum sample size of 47 participants is needed to

have an acceptable power level of .90 for this study. However, this study will target a

population of over 800 participants.

Data Collection
Instruments. The key variables in this study were measured by two self-report
surveys administered on-line to all staff. The first survey contained items that were
developed by RAND Corporation for a study conducted in Pittsburgh Public Schools as

well as items that were developed by IIRP. The first part of the instrument included
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demographic characteristics such as number of years in education, number of years

within the district, number of years at the current building. The rest of the items asked
participants to rate their use of the components of restorative practices as well as their

general opinions about restorative practices. A five-point Likert scale (strongly disagree,
disagree, agree, strongly agree) was used as response options for these items.

This survey was selected because it was utilized in research with an urban district
that also implemented restorative practices after IIRP training of school staff.
Additionally, this survey addressed items that were specifically related to the use of the

essential elements of restorative practices as well as belief in their impact, which
represent variables of interest to the current study. Formal psychometric validation was

not conducted for this survey since known measures were not available to validate
against. High internal reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) for the measures were found.

The International Institute of Restorative Practices (IIRP) has identified several
components of the restorative practices framework: 1) social discipline window; 2)

restorative justice typology; 3) restorative practices continuum; 4) nine affects; 5)
compass of shame; and 6) fair process. Of these six components, the components for

which survey data was analyzed was the restorative practices continuum. Implementation

of the restorative practices continuum was examined through survey items pertaining to

use of the following elements of the restorative practices continuum: affective statements,
restorative questions, circles, impromptu conferences, and formal restorative conferences.

Participants were asked to rate the frequency with which various practices related to these
elements were carried out. All items, except those for formal restorative conferences,

were rated on a five-point Likert scale, with response options of always, often,
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sometimes, rarely, and not at all. Because formal restorative conferences are not carried

out as often as the other elements of the restorative practices continuum and specialized
training is required for those who facilitate them, response options to the survey items

related to this element were more direct. To establish an overall measure of the use of
each element, a subset of questions that directly reflected use was selected across each
element.

The second survey was the Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS), which was
developed by Thompson et al. (2005) to measure dispositional forgiveness (i.e. general
inclination to be forgiving), rather than forgiveness of a distinct event or person. The 18-

item self report measure consists of three subscales to assess forgiveness of self, others,
and situations, on a 7-point Likert scale. Items reflect the tendency of a person to forgive

himself (or herself), others, and situations outside of anyone’s control. Scores are

calculated for each of the three subscales (self, others, situations) as well as a total score.
Higher levels of forgiveness are indicated by higher scores and lower levels of

forgiveness are indicated by lower scores.

The HFS has demonstrated the following psychometric properties: “convergent
validity, satisfactory internal consistency reliability, strong test-retest reliability, and a

clear and consistent factor structure that supports the assertion that the HFS assesses
forgiveness of self, others, and situations, and also the overarching construct of the
disposition to grant forgiveness” (“Psychometric Properties of the HFS,” n.d.). In

previous studies, Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency were found for each of the three
subscales and overall total: forgiveness of self, a = .75, forgiveness of others, a = .78,
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forgiveness of situations, a = .77, and total, a = .86 (Ascioglu Onal & Yalcin, 2017;
Sharma & Das, 2017; Singh & Sharma, 2018; Thompson et al., 2005).

This survey was selected because of its design to measure a person’s tendency to
forgive across contexts. Additionally, the survey is available online at no cost and is easy
to use. Survey results will produce subscale scores that reflect how forgiving one tends to

be of themself, other people, and situations, as well as an overall score that will indicate
how forgiving one tends to be generally. It is the overall forgiveness score that is a
variable of interest in the current study.
Measures

All data was from the responses given on both surveys, the RAND Corporation and IIRP
Restoratives Practices survey and the Heartland Forgiveness Scale, as well as out-of
school suspension data from the student information system of the urban school district,

for both the 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 school years.

Elements of restorative practices continuum. For each of the elements along
the continuum (affective statements, restorative questions, circles, impromptu

conferences, and formal restorative conferences) a composite score of use was generated
from the survey responses of items pertainint to that element.

Forgiveness. This measure was based upon the total forgiveness scale and

indicates how forgiving an individual tends to be. Scores can range from 18 to 126, with
scores between 18 to 54 indicating that an individual is usually unforgiving, 55 to 89

indicating being as likely to forgive as one is not to forgive, and 90 to 126 indicating that
an individual is usually forgiving.
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Factors of restorative practices implementation. Composite scores were

generated for each factor that emerged as a result of the Exploratory Factor Analysis

(EFA).
Endorsement of restorative practices. The extent to which staff members

believe in and support the use of restorative practices was indicated by a scale score. The
RAND Corporation used Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to identify a four-factor

model based on fourteen survey items. The four factors were: buy-in, confidence,
perceived impact on culture, and perceived impact on handling conflict. Although the

number of factors to be retained in the current study is yet to be determined, it is
anticipated that a factor with the descriptive label “endorsement of restorative practices”
will emerge.

Suspensions. Suspensions was a building-level measure as indicated by the

change in suspension incidents from the 2017-2018 school year to the 2018-2019 school
year.

Control variables/covariates. To control the effects of many factors, several

control variables were used in the analyses. The controlled variables will include number
of years of experience, number of years within the district, number of years at the current
building, grade band, race, and gender. Control variables used in the school-level analysis
were attendance rate, baseline suspensions for the 2017-2018 school year, enrollment,

and percentage of students with disabilities.

Data Analysis
Quantitative methods were used to analyze the data collected. Descriptive statistics were
used to summarize demographic information of participants (e.g. years of experience,
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years in the district, and years in the current building). These demographics are important
as they may show relationships in the implementation of restorative practices.

For the first research question, To what extent are educators implementing the

elements of the restorative practices continuum (affective statements, restorative
questions, circles, impromptu conferences, and formal conferences)? How do educator
demographics (i.e. years of experience, years within the district, years at the current
building, grade level, position, race, and gender) inform implementation of the
restorative practices continuum?, descriptive statistics was used.

Hypothesis I. The various elements of restorative practices will not be
implemented with consistency. However, practices such as circles and affective questions
will be implemented with more frequency, as they are relatively the easiest to integrate

into existing practices. Use of the elements of the restorative practices continuum will be

greatest among classroom teachers and administrators, staff who work with younger
grades, and those with fewer than 10 years experience.
To answer the second research question, What factors will emerge from survey

items that are strongly related and therefore, group together, to contribute to restorative
practices implementation? How does the factor model identified in the context of this

study compare with the factors found in the RAND study conducted in Pittsburgh Public

Schools?, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted. An EFA was used to
estimate the dimensionality of the survey items to determine relationships among the

items, thereby investigating the factor structure of various elements involved in the
implementation of restorative practices. Factor analysis allowed for the discovery of

variables that are not directly observed, but can be inferred from variables that are
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observed and can be measured (Yong & Pearce, 2013). The latent variables were inferred
by and measured through several observed variables (Osborne, 2014).
Given that the survey instrument contained several variables, an advantage of

using EFA is that a large number of variables will be reduced to a fewer number of key
factors of relevant categories (Yong & Pearce, 2013). Statistical assumptions that must be
met for EFA include univariate and multivariate normality of the data, the absence of

univariate and multivariate outliers, and linear relationships between the factors and the
variables (Yong & Pearce, 2013). Howard (2016) identifies additional statistical
assumptions of EFA as common variance to indicate the presence of latent factors and a

minimum sample size of 200 or a participant-to-variable ratio of 5 to 1. To test the

assumptions, the following will be used: scatter plots, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, and the

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy (Howard, 2016; Yong &

Pearce, 2013).
In determining how many factors to retain, the Kaiser Criterion was used to

identify factors with an eigenvalue greater than 0. A scree plot was also used to visually
inspect the number of factors that might be retained. Additionally, several parallel

analyses were run to see if they suggest the same, indicating the number of factors that

the preferred model will contain. Items that grouped together into common factors were
assigned a descriptive label and then used as variables in several regression analyses to

answer subsequent research questions.

After the EFAs were estimated, a Confirmatory Factor Analysis was also
estimated to validate the survey instrument used in the current study research context,
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which is different from the original context for which the instrument was developed, and
to determine how well each observed variable was predicted by each of the factors.
A limitation of this analysis is that it can be difficult assigning a descriptive label

to the factors, as the factor name may not be an accurate reflection of all of the variables
contained within the factor (Yong & Pearce, 2013). Another limitation is that variables
may load onto multiple factors, causing the researcher to make a decision about what
factor to assign them to (Yong & Pearce, 2013).

Hypothesis II. Factors that will emerge from the survey items include:

“Endorsement of Restorative Practices,” “Support of Leadership,” “Influence on
Culture,” “Implementation of Components,” and “Understanding of Restorative

Practices.” Although the factors that emerge within this research context will be similar
to those identified in the RAND study and perhaps there will be some overlap, different
factors will also emerge as a function of the different research context. Figure 3 displays
the anticipated latent variables that will be inferred by and measured through various

observed variables as indicated by the survey items.
To understand the third question, To what extent does an educator’s value of
forgiveness predict each anticipated factor of restorative practices implementation?, a

multiple regression analysis will be conducted. This analysis will help to understand the

influence of the predictor variables (forgiveness and other factors that emerge from the
EFA) on the criterion variable (endorsement of restorative practices). Additionally,
multiple regression will be used to study the contribution of the variable forgiveness and

other variables in predicting endorsement of restorative practices.
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Hypothesis III. An educator’s aptitude for forgiveness, as measured by the
Heartland Forgiveness Scale, will positively predict and contribute significantly to

endorsement of restorative practices.

Figure 3. Conceptual overview of hypothesized factors. This figure illustrates the factors to emerge from the factor

analysis.

To answer the question, Is there a relationship between a school’s overall

implementation of restorative practices and the number of suspensions in the school?, a
multiple regression analysis was conducted. The focus of this analysis was school level as
suspensions are carried out in the schools. Thus, each building had a score for each of the
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factors of implementation that was then used in the analaysis. The independent variables
were each of the factors of restorative practices implementation. The dependent variable

was the change in the total number of suspensions.
Hypothesis IV. The relationship between factors of restorative practices
implementation and the number of suspensions will show a negative relationship,

indicating differences in the suspension rates from the year prior to the implementation of
restorative practices in this District as compared to after implementation.

This research was not designed as an experimental study, as the results are not

intended to imply that there are specific causes related to the implementation of
restorative practices. Rather, insight into the implementation of restorative practices was

gained. The findings may not generalize to all contexts within which restorative practices
may be utilized. However, the analyses may inform districts similar to the one in this
study that are interested in implementing alternative approaches for improved school

culture and relationships.
Summary

This chapter has described the methodology that will be used to examine the data
that will be collected from the RP Implementation and the Heartland Forgiveness scales.

An overview of restorative practices implementation, the value of forgiveness, the target

population, the instruments, data analysis, and the procedures for conducting the research

was provided. Chapter IV will provide an in-depth description of the findings as a result

of the study.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to examine the implementation of restorative

practices, including the relationship between an educator’s aptitude for forgiveness and
implementation of various components of restorative practices, as well as the impact of
implementation on student level outcomes. This chapter will report the descriptive and

inferential statistical findings of this quantitative study. The study utilized data from two
surveys, the RAND Corporation Restoratives Practices survey and the Heartland

Forgiveness Scale, as well as 2017-2018 and 2018-2019 out-of-school suspension data
from the student information system of the urban school district.

Descriptive Statistics
Within the various roles represented on the survey, 7% consisted of administrative

(i.e., principal, assistant principal, dean of students), 78% classroom teachers (i.e., core or

other content area teachers, special education), 7% certified non-teaching (i.e., counselor,
YES Teacher), and 8% student support (i.e., student success coach, school resource

assistant). A summary of the sample participants is displayed in Table 4.1.
The most common racial/ethnic identification was White or Caucasian (84%),

followed by Black or African American (14%) and American Indian or Alaska Native
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(2%). Not all survey respondents identified their grade level. However, the majority

represented high school (36%) and middle school (35%), with 15% and 14% at the
preschool through grades 2 and grades 3 through 5 levels, respectively. While most

respondents have been in education over a total of 15 years (55%), there is a large

number who had been in their buildings for 5 years or less (62%).

64

Table 4.1
Educator Demographics - Number, Percent, Mean, and Standard Deviation

Demographic Categories

n

%

Position
Administrative
Certified Non-Teaching
Classroom Teacher
Student Support

12
12
135
14

7
7
78
8

Race
Black or African American
White or Caucasian
Hispanic or Latino
Asian or Asian American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Another race

24
145
0
0
4
1
1

14
84
0
0
2
0.5
0.5

Grade band
Elementary Grades Pk-2
Elementary Grades 3-5
Middle School Grades 6-8
High School Grades 9-12

25
24
58
60

15
14
35
36

Gender
Female
Male

118
55

Number of years in education
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
> 25

29
25
23
31
26
38

Number of years in district
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
> 25
Number of years in current building
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
> 25
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Mean

SD

17
14
13
18
15
22

16.9

9.73

56
27
20
23
19
27

33
20
12
13
11
16

13.18

9.89

107
35
21
5
2
2

62
20
12
3
1
1

5.51

5.38

Research Questions
Research question 1. How are educators implementing the elements of the
restorative practices continuum (affective statements, restorative questions, circles,
impromptu conferences, and formal conferences) and to what extent are each
implemented? How do educator demographics (i.e. years of experience, years within the

district, years at the current building, grade level, position, race, and gender) inform

implementation of the restorative practices continuum? Implementation of the restorative
practices continuum was examined through survey items pertaining to use of the

following elements of the restorative practices continuum: affective statements,
restorative questions, circles, impromptu conferences, and formal restorative conferences.

The results for each element are discussed below and summarized in Figure 4.1.
Figure 4.1. Average use, by restorative practices element. This figure illustrates the average use
reported for each element of the restorative practices continuum.
0 = Not at all; 1 = Rarely; 2 = Sometimes; 3 = Often; 4 = Always
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Affective statements. There were six items included in this element to which over
60% of the participants responded with “often” or “always.” For these same items,
between 17% and 30% responded with “sometimes.” There were two items that 40% and

47% of participants responded with “often” or “always,” and 50% and 39% responded

with “sometimes.” In two items related to the perception of students’ use of affective
statements, less than 30% of the participants rated with “often” or “always,” and 44%-

45% responded with “sometimes.”

Table 4.2
Item Responses for Affective Statements
Not at all
Item
N
%
(number of responses)
I use affective statements
informally and throughout
the day. (132)
I use "I" statements to
express my feelings. (133)
I actively encourage
students to express their
feelings. (132)

When providing positive or
negative feedback, I
identify specific and
concrete behaviors. (133)
I deliver feedback in a
personalized manner
directly to the student who
impacted others. (133)
I distinguish the deed from
the doer. (131)

Rarely
N
%

Sometimes
N
%

N

%

40

30%

70

53%

11

8%

Often

Always
N
%

3

2%

8

3

2%

6

5%

32

24%

77

58%

15

11%

0

0

4

3%

26

20%

74

56%

28

21%

1

.7%

2

2%

31

23%

79

59%

20

15%

2

2%

4

3%

22

17%

79

59%

26

20%

1

.8%

3

2%

32

24%

68

52%

27

21%

6%

Restorative questions. Restorative questions are those asked when responding to

challenging behavior as well as to those who have been harmed by the actions of others.
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Similar to the use of affective statements, the majority of the participants responded to

items in the restorative questions section with “sometimes,” “often,” and “always.” About
50% of participants reported “often” or “always” using restorative questions informally

throughout the day and responding to negative behaviors using the restorative questions.
Over 68% of staff reported “often” or “always” engaging those who were harmed when
dealing with an incident and providing an opportunity for those harmed to be heard. In

using the restorative questions to deal with those who caused harm, over 64% of
participants reported asking the wrongdoer to identify who was harmed and in what way,

and what needed to be done to make things right.
Table 4.3
Item Responses for Restorative Questions
Not at all
Item
N
%
(number of responses)
I engage those who were
harmed when I deal with an
incident. (129)
I ask the wrongdoer to
identify who has been
harmed and what harm has
been done. (126)
I ask the wrongdoer what
needs to be done to make
things right. (128)

Rarely
N
%

Sometimes
N
%

N

%

Often

Always
N
%

2

2%

10

8%

52

40%

59

46%

6

5%

2

2%

3

2%

40

32%

59

47%

22

17%

1

.8%

8

6%

31

24%

60

47%

28

22%

Proactive and responsive circles. Circles are done in a circle configuration with
proactive circles focused on relationship-building activities and responsive circles

focused on responding to an incident that caused harm, and includes a group of students
or an entire class. In a given week, 41% of respondents reported holding more proactive
circles than responsive circles either “often” or “always.” Similarly, 47% use circles as a
sharing opportunity for students. In utilizing proactive circles, 80% of participants
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responded “often” or “always” in modeling desired behaviors and responses within the
circle, setting a positive tone when beginning the circle, and for actually sitting in the
circle with students. Thirty-eight percent of the participants “often” or “always” use
circles as a response to an incident or problem. Nearly 40% of participants “often” or
“always” encourage students to confront each other in the circle when necessary and to

take responsibility for their own behavior.
Table 4.4
Item Responses for Proactive and Responsive Circles
Not at all
Rarely
Item
N
%
N
%
(number of responses)
I use circles to provide
opportunities for students
to share feelings, ideas and
experiences. (118)

In a given week, I hold
more proactive circles than
responsive circles. (117)
I model desired behaviors
and responses for the
participants within the
circle. (119)
I set a positive tone when I
begin a circle. (119)
I sit in the circle. (119)
I use circles as a response
to an incident/ problem.
(119)
I encourage students in the
circle to confront each
other when necessary.
(119)
I encourage students to
take responsibility for their
own behavior. (119)

Sometimes
N
%

N

%

Often

Always
N
%

3

2%

8

6%

40

30%

70

53%

11

8%

3

2%

6

5%

32

24%

77

58%

15

11%

0

0

4

3%

26

20%

74

56%

28

21%

1

.7%

2

2%

31

23%

79

59%

20

15%

2

2%

4

3%

22

17%

79

59%

26

20%

1

.8%

3

2%

32

24%

68

52%

27

21%

14

12%

21

18%

35

30%

39

34%

7

6%

13

11%

20

17%

39

33%

34

29%

13

11%
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Impromptu conferences. Impromptu conferences are unplanned conversations to
respond quickly to low-level incidents to prevent them from escalating. Over 50% of

participants “often” or “always” facilitate impromptu conferences in response to low-

level incidents. Additionally, 69% reported that students are asked to take specific actions
to repair the harm “often” or “always,” and over 60% “often” or “always” encourage
students to do most of the talking.
Table 4.5
Item Responses for Impromptu Conferences
Not at all
Item
N
%
(number of responses)
When addressing
misbehavior between
students, I structure the
conversation using
restorative questions. (120)
I facilitate a small
impromptu conference
when a lower level incident
occurs. (120)

When facilitating a small
impromptu conference, I
encourage students to do
most of the talking. (119)
I ask students to take
specific actions to repair
the harm. (119)
I use a respectful tone and
avoid lecturing. (120)

Rarely
N
%

Sometimes
N
%

N

%

Often

Always
N
%

4

3%

5

4%

38

32%

60

50%

13

11%

4

3%

6

5%

40

34%

59

50%

10

8%

4

3%

5

4%

35

29%

64

54%

11

9%

4

3%

3

3%

30

25%

61

51%

21

18%

3

3%

3

3%

16

13%

61

51%

37

31%

Formal restorative conferences. Formal restorative conferences are planned

conferences in which a script is followed and agreements are made as those who harmed
others come together with those who were harmed, along with their parents, to discuss an
incident. About a third (n = 40) of the respondents reported facilitating a formal
restorative conference. In terms of using the script, the majority of respondents reported
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using it as a guide and improvising (63%, n = 35), while 29% reported following the
script. Additionally, 94% (n = 32) of the respondents reported that the last formal
restorative conference facilitated resulted in agreements around how to repair the harm

done.

Table 4.6
Item Responses for Formal Restorative Conferences
No

Item (number of responses)

Have you facilitated a formal restorative
conference during the school year? (121)
Thinking about the most recent restorative
conference you facilitated, were the
victim and offender able to come to an
agreement? (34)

Yes

N
40

%
33%

N
81

%
67%

2

6%

32

94%

Never
received a
script
Did you use the script provided by IIRP
during the conference? (35)

N
2

%
6%

No, had
the script,
but did not
use
N
%
1
3%

Somewhat,
as a guide,
but
improvised
N
22

%
63%

Yes

N
10

%
29%

Educator demographics. Several regression analyses were conducted to
determine how educator demographics inform each of the elements of the restorative

practices continuum (affective statements, restorative questions, circles, impromptu
conferences, and restorative conferences). The following demographics were predictor

variables in a separate regression analysis with each of the restorative practices elements:

years of experience, years within the district, years at the current building, grade band,

position, race, and gender. According to the findings, which are displayed in Table 4.7, a
significant relationship was found between gender and the use of affective statements (F
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(1, 131) = 6.69, ^ = .22, p = .01). The R squared equaled .05 (adjusted R squared equaled
.04), which indicates that about 5% of the variability in the use of affective statements is

accounted for by gender. Male educators had a mean affective statements score of 2.63

and on average, female educators scored .28 points higher than males. There was also a
statistically significant difference between affective statement scores and race marked
“other” (F (4, 128) = 3.28, ^ = -.28, p = .001). The R squared equaled .09 (adjusted R

squared equaled .06), which indicates that about 9% of the variability in the use of
affective statements is accounted for by race. While the mean score for affective
statements for White educators was 2.86, on average, the race group marked “other”

scored 1.86 points lower.
Table 4.7
Separate Regression Analysis of Affective Statements

Variables
Total years of experience
Years within the district
Years within the current building

B

SE B

ß

t

p

.006
.004
.000

.005
.005
.010

.102
.075
.006

1.18
.86
.07

.241
.392
.945

Grade
Elementary Grades Pk-2
Elementary Grades 3-5
Middle School Grades 6-8

.065
.119
.080

.161
.161
.120

.072
.039
.067

.73
.40
.66

.466
.690
.510

Position
Administrative
Certified Non-Teaching
Student Support

.241
.185
.133

.227
.202
.171

.094
.081
.069

1.07
.92
.78

.289
.360
.439

-.080
.143
-.857
-1.857

.135
.569
.569
.569

-.051
.021
-.127
-.275

-.60
.25
-1.51
-3.27

.549
.802
.134
.001

Race
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino
Asian or Asian American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Another race

Gender
Female
.278
.108
.220
2.59
.011
Notes: Reference groups left out were Grade band - High School; Position - Classroom Teachers; Race White; Gender - Male; - indicates no available data
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The results of the regression analyses with restorative questions as the outcome
variable indicated a significant relationship with gender (F (1, 127) = 5.54, ^ = .20, p =

.02). Results can be observed in Table 4.8. The R squared equaled .04 (adjusted R

squared equaled .03), which indicates that about 4% of the variability in the use of

affective statements is accounted for by gender. Male educators had a mean restorative
questions score of 2.51 and on avergae, female educators scored .28 points higher than

males. A second significant difference was found between grade band and use of
restorative questions (F (3, 121) = 3.59, ^ = .27,p = .005). The R squared equaled .08
(adjusted R squared equaled .06), which indicates that about 8% of the variability in the

use of restorative questions is accounted for by grade band. In comparison to the high
school grade band, which had an average score of 2.61, the elementary grades 3-5 grade

band scored an average of .50 points higher, followed by elementary grades K-2 with .19

higher, and middle school an average of .03 points lower than high school. A significant
relationship was also found between position and use of restorative questions (F (3, 124)
= 3.45, ^ = .27, p = .002). The R squared equaled .08 (adjusted R squared equaled .05),

which indicates that about 8% of the variability in the use of restorative questions is

accounted for by position. While classroom teachers scored an average of 2.63,
administrators scored an average of .75 points higher.
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Table 4.8
Separate Regression Analysis ofRestorative Questions

Variables
Total years of experience
Years within the district
Years within the current building

B

SE B

ß

t

p

.000
-.001
.010

.006
.006
.010

.004
-.016
.081

.05
-.18
.92

.962
.854
.357

Grade
Elementary Grades Pk-2
Elementary Grades 3-5
Middle School Grades 6-8

.186
.497
.030

.170
.173
.128

.104
.273
-.023

1.10
2.87
-.23

.276
.005
.818

Position
Administrative
Certified Non-Teaching
Student Support

.747
.199
.058

.237
.223
.179

.273
.078
.077

3.15
.89
.32

.002
.374
.746

Race
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino
Asian or Asian American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Another race

-.022
.453
-.713
-.914

.153
.631
.631
.631

-.013
.064
-.100
-.128

-.14
.72
-1.13
-1.45

.887
.474
.260
.150

Gender
Female
.278
.118
.204
2.35
Notes: Reference groups left out were Grade band - High School; Position - Classroom Teachers;
Race - White; Gender - Male
- indicates no available data

.020

There was a significant relationship found between gender and the use of circles

(F (1, 120) = 13.46, ^ = .32,p < .001). The R squared equaled .10 (adjusted R squared
equaled .09), which indicates that about 10% of the variability in the use of circles is

accounted for by gender. Male educators had a mean score for circles of 2.15 and on
average, female educators scored .65 points higher than males. There was also a

significant relationship found between grade band and the use of circles (F(3, 114) =

4.46). Specifically, the elementary grades 3-5 (^ = .27, p = .006) and grades k-2 (^ = .25,
p = .01) were significant. The elementary grades 3-5 average score was 3.12 (“often”),
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grades k-2 was 3.09 (“often”), middle was 2.45 (“sometimes”) and high school was 2.37
(“sometimes”). Results can be observed in Table 4.9.
Table 4.9
Separate Regression Analysis of Circles

Variables
Total years of experience
Years within the district
Years within the current building

B

SE B

P

t

p

-.003
.000
-.002

.009
.009
.017

-.029
.002
-.009

-.32
.03
-.10

.753
.979
.920

Grade
Elementary Grades Pk-2
Elementary Grades 3-5
Middle School Grades 6-8

.715
.747
.083

.272
.266
.201

.254
.273
.041

2.63
2.81
.41

.010
.006
.681

Position
Administrative
Certified Non-Teaching
Student Support

.285
.103
-.155

.378
.406
.296

.070
.023
-.048

.75
.25
-.52

.453
.800
.602

Race
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino
Asian or Asian American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Another race

.143
1.42
-.579
-1.08

.240
.962
.962
.962

.054
.134
-.055
-.102

.60
1.48
-.60
-1.12

.553
.142
.548
.264

Gender
Female
.654
.178
.318
3.67
Notes: Reference groups left out were Grade band - High School; Position - Classroom Teachers;
Race - White; Gender - Male
- indicates no available data

.001

As it relates to impromptu conferences, a significant relationship was found
between gender (F(1, 118) = 4.75, p = .20, p = .03) as well as position F(3, 115) = 2.01,
P = .22, p = .02). Results are summarized in Table 4.10. For gender, the R squared

equaled .04 (adjusted R squared equaled .03), which indicates that about 4% of the
variability in the use of impromptu conferences is accounted for by gender. Male

educators had a mean score for impromptu conferences of 2.44 and on avergae, female
educators scored .31 points higher than males. For position, the R squared equaled .05
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(adjusted R squared equaled .03), which indicates that about 5% of the variability in the

use of impromptu conferences is accounted for by position, namely the administrator

group. Classroom teachers scored an average of 2.62 and administrators scored .67 points
higher, at 3.29.
Table 4.10
Separate Regression Analysis of Impromptu Conferences

Variables
Total years of experience
Years within the district
Years within the current building

B

SE B

ß

t

p

.007
.004
.002

.007
.007
.013

.101
.049
.013

1.11
.53
.14

.271
.595
.889

Grade
Elementary Grades Pk-2
Elementary Grades 3-5
Middle School Grades 6-8

.376
.212
-.021

.219
.214
.158

.173
.100
-.014

1.72
.99
-.13

.089
.323
.893

Position
Administrative
Certified Non-Teaching
Student Support

.668
-.151
-.012

.281
.329
.229

.217
-.042
-.005

2.37
-.46
-.05

.019
.647
.958

Race
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino
Asian or Asian American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Another race

-.195
1.32
-.677
-.677

.184
.721
.721
.721

-.097
-.167
-.085
-.085

-1.06
1.83
-.94
-.94

.291
.069
.350
.350

Gender
Female
.305
.140
.197
2.18
Notes: Reference groups left out were Grade band - High School; Position - Classroom Teachers;
Race - White; Gender - Male
- indicates no available data

.031

According to the findings, which are summarized in Table 4.11, a significant

relationship was found between race and the use of formal restorative conferences (F (4,

116) = 1.57, ^ = .20, p = .03). The R squared equaled .05 (adjusted R squared equaled
.02, which indicates that about 5% of the variability in the use of formal restorative

conferences is accounted for by race. While the mean score for restorative conferences
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for White educators was .39, on average, the race group marked “black” scored .37 points
higher. A significant relationship was also found with position (F (3, 117) = 5.71, ^ =

.35, p < .001). The R squared equaled .13 (adjusted R squared equaled .11), which

indicates that about 13% of the variability in the use of formal restorative conferences is

accounted for by position. Classroom teachers scored an average of .37 and
administrators scored .97 points higher, at 1.34.
Table 4.11
Separate Regression Analysis of Formal Conferences

Variables
Total years of experience
Years within the district
Years within the current building

B

SE B

ß

t

p

-.008
-.005
-.004

.006
.006
.011

-.117
-.077
-.035

-1.29
-.84
-.38

.201
.402
.703

Grade
Elementary Grades Pk-2
Elementary Grades 3-5
Middle School Grades 6-8

-.149
.227
-.094

.194
.190
.139

-.077
.121
-.070

-.77
1.20
-.68

.444
.233
.500

Position
Administrative
Certified Non-Teaching
Student Support

.968
.301
.028

.239
.280
.194

.351
-.093
.013

4.04
1.07
.15

.001
.285
.885

Race
Black or African American
Hispanic or Latino
Asian or Asian American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Another race

.370
-.394
-.394
-.394

.168
.644
.644
.644

.200
-.055
-.055
-.055

2.21
-.61
-.61
-.61

.029
.541
.541
.541

Gender
Female
-.107
.125
-.078
-.86
Notes: Reference groups left out were Grade band - High School; Position - Classroom Teachers;
Race - White; Gender - Male
- indicates no available data

Research question 2. What factors will emerge from survey items that are

strongly related and therefore, group together, to contribute to restorative practices
implementation? How does the factor model identified in the context of this study
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.394

compare with the factors found in the RAND study conducted in Pittsburgh Public

Schools? Two Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) models were estimated to assess the
dimensionality of several survey items or factors to determine the relationship among the

items, and investigate an emergent factor structure. The first EFA was estimated using
the same 14 survey items that were used to estimate the EFA in the RAND study. This

was done for consistency in comparison of the models. The second EFA was estimated
using a total of 24 survey items, which included the 14 initial items as well as 10

additional items believed to be important in restorative practices implementation. Factor
analysis allows for the discovery of variables that are not directly observed, referred to as
latent variables, but can be inferred from variables that are observed and can be measured

(Yong & Pearce, 2013). Latent variables are inferred by and were measured through

several observed variables (Osborne, 2014). The Kaiser Criterion was used to determine
how many factors to retain and suggests that those factors with an eigenvalue greater than
0 be retained. An eigenvalue indicates the sum of the variance explained by the latent

factor in all observed variables. Factors with a higher eigenvalue have observed variables

with higher factor loadings onto that factor. In other words, factor loading indicates how

closely observed variables are related to the latent variable, or factor.
Results of the first EFA utilizing the same 14 items that were used in the RAND

study yielded seven factors with an eigenvalue greater than zero. Upon visual

investigation of a scree plot, it appeared that three factors should be retained, as the plot

seemed to “level off” at the fourth factor. Parallel analysis also suggested that three
factors be retained. Because the RAND study identified four factors, both a four-factor
and three-factor model were estimated. Factor loadings, adjusted by way of the oblique
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rotation method, for the four-factor model are summarized in comparison to the factor

loadings of the RAND four-factor model in Table 4.12. One item was dropped from the
RAND four-factor model, perhaps due to its low factor loadings across each factor (see

Table 4.12 below): “The majority of staff in this school believes that restorative practices
can help improve student behavior.” If a model were to be accepted given the results of
the EFA over 14 items, the three-factor would be the preferred model. Factor loadings of
this model are summarized in Table 4.13. Further, if this model were accepted for the

current study, the factors would be labeled as such: Factor 1 - Influence on Culture;

Factor 2 - Endorsement of Restorative Practices; and Factor 3 - Understanding of
Restorative Practices.

Factor 1: Influence on culture. This factor contained 7 items and was named

“Influence on culture” because the questions ask participants how student behavior (2
items) and school culture/climate (2 items) have improved as a result of restorative

practices. There are also 3 items that ask about improvement in the way students and
adults handle conflict as a result of restorative practices.
Factor 2: Endorsement of restorative practices. This factor contained 4 items
and was named “Endorsement of restorative practices,” as each item was about the worth

of learning and adopting restorative practices as well as belief that it can improve student
behavior. These ideas pertain to buy-in, or endorsement, of restorative practices.

Factor 3: Understanding of restorative practices. This factor contained 3 items

about confidence in knowing the purpose and methods of restorative practices, and
confidence in using these practices with students. Thus, this factor was named
“Understanding of restorative practices.”
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Conceptually, these factors were consistent with the RAND study. The difference
between the RAND four-factor model and this three-factor model can be noted by the

items included in factor 1: influence on culture. Each of the 7 items loaded onto one
factor in the three-factor model, whereas, in the RAND study, they loaded onto two

different factors. The two RAND factors were, “Perceived impact on culture” and

“Perceived impact on handling conflict.” The 14 items included in both EFA estimations,
the RAND study and the current study, reflected factors that were hypothesized as

contributing to restorative practices implementation. However, it was believed that
additional items should be included in the EFA, as these items also ask about aspects of
restorative practices that current literature supports as integral to the implementation of
restorative practices, and therefore could provide additional insight into the factors of

implementation. These aspects include school leadership, relationships, and the
usefulness of restorative practices.
Justification for the inclusion of the extra items that will address these aspects can

be seen in the literature. According to Morrison, Blood, and Thorsborne (2005), the
progress of restorative practices will be due to effective leadership. Leaders are an
important factor in implementation to support the work, but more importantly, to drive
the work (Hopkins, 2015). Further, Blood and Thorsborne (2005) demonstrate the

importance of school culture and organizational structure in implementing restorative
practices, as it relies so heavily on relationships. According to Wachtel (2016), those who
utilize restorative practices are hopeful that strong relationships will be built and that

individuals will feel a sense of community and belonging, and that as a result, human

behavior will be improved altogether. Through these practices, harm will be repaired and
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relationships will be restored (Wachtel, 2016), thereby increasing positive relationships

and decreasing the need for exclusionary consequences. Therefore, value must be placed

on relationships; otherwise, implementation of restorative practices will not achieve its
intent (Blood, 2005).Thus, a second EFA was estimated to include items that addressed
school leadership, relationships, and the usefulness of restorative practices.
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Table 4.12

Comparison of factor loadings from an exploratory factor analysis of 14 survey items
Item
Factor 1
Factor 2
Factor 3
C
R
C
R
C
R
I believe that restorative practices can
0.10
0.06
0.83
0.83
-0.01
-0.01
help to improve student behavior.
The majority of staff in this school
believes that restorative practices can
help improve student behavior.

Factor 4
C
R
-0.01

-0.04

0.09

0.19

0.23

0.35

0.54

0.15

0.00

0.06

Learning restorative practices is worth
my time.

0.06

-0.04

0.77

0.90

0.02

0.04

0.02

0.01

Adopting restorative practices is
worthwhile for my school.

-0.02

0.03

0.91

0.91

-0.02

-0.03

0.06

0.02

I am confident that I know the purpose of
restorative practices.

-0.03

-0.10

0.18

0.25

-0.03

0.00

0.70

0.60

I am confident that I know the restorative
practice methods.

-0.01

0.03

-0.06

-0.05

0.04

-0.05

0.88

0.94

0.01

0.03

0.03

0.00

0.05

0.11

0.83

0.76

0.87

0.79

0.06

0.04

-0.04

0.04

-0.05

0.03

0.82

0.65

0.07

0.10

0.09

0.21

-0.04

0.01

The school culture/climate has improved
this year.

0.73

1.00

0.06

-0.04

0.17

-0.08

-0.13

0.00

The school culture/climate has improved
as a result of restorative practices.

0.78

0.74

0.08

0.08

0.13

0.14

-0.05

0.03

0.86

0.07

-0.01

0.00

-0.05

0.82

0.15

-0.02

0.95

-0.02

-0.08

0.02

-0.14

0.87

0.08

0.01

0.12

0.09

I am confident in my ability to use
restorative practices with the majority of
students in my school.
Student behavior in my school has
generally improved this year.
Student behavior in my school has
improved as a result of restorative
practices.

The way that students handle conflicts
with adults has improved as a result of
restorative practices.
The way that students handle conflicts
with other students has improved as a
result of restorative practices.

The way that adults handle conflicts with
0.28
0.07
-0.17
-0.04
0.55
0.61
other adults has improved as a result of
restorative practices.
Notes: C represents the current study data; R represents the RAND study data (Augustine et al., 2018)
Bold indicates the highest loading for that item across all factors.
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Table 4.13

Factor Loadings of Three-Factor Model
Item
I believe that restorative practices can help to improve student behavior.
The majority of staff in this school believes that restorative practices can
help improve student behavior.
Learning restorative practices is worth my time.
Adopting restorative practices is worthwhile for my school.
I am confident that I know the purpose of restorative practices.
I am confident that I know the restorative practice methods.
I am confident in my ability to use restorative practices with the majority of
students in my school.
Student behavior in my school has generally improved this year.
Student behavior in my school has improved as a result of restorative
practices.
The school culture/climate has improved this year.
The school culture/climate has improved as a result of restorative practices.
The way that students handle conflicts with adults has improved as a result
of restorative practices.
The way that students handle conflicts with other students has improved as
a result of restorative practices.
The way that adults handle conflicts with other adults has improved as a
result of restorative practices.
Notes: Bold indicates the highest loading for that item across all factors

Factor
1
0.07

Factor
2
0.84

Factor
3
-0.01

038

0 38

-0 01

0.05
-0.06
-0.07
0.00

0.78
0.91
0.17
-0.06

0.03
0.06
0.70
0.88

0 02

0 04

0.83

0.86

0.02

-0.05

0 87

0 06

-0 03

0.84
0.86

0.08
0.09

-0.14
-0.05

0.84

-

0.16

0.88

-

0.09

0.0.59
59

-

0.10
0.10

In the second EFA estimated with 24 survey items (14 items used in the RAND

study and 10 extra items supported by literature as important to restorative practices

implementation), there were initially 14 factors with an eigenvalue greater than 0.
However, a scree plot was then used to visually inspect the number of factors that might

be retained. The plot appeared to “level off” at the sixth factor, suggesting that only the
first five factors should be retained. A number of parallel analyses were run in which

several samples of random, uncorrelated data were generated and their eigenvalues
compared to those eigenvalues for each factor based on EFA. Factors in which the
eigenvalue was larger than the mean eigenvalue across the random samples were the only

ones retained. Each parallel analysis suggested that five factors be retained. After running

both an EFA with six factors and one with five factors, the preferred model contained
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five factors. Once the preferred model was selected, the factor loadings were uniformly

adjusted by way of the oblique rotation method. Each factor is described below and factor

loadings summarized in Table 4.14.
Factor 1: Influence on culture. This factor was named “Influence on Culture”

because the questions ask participants how student behavior and school culture/climate

have improved over the year, and as a result of restorative practices. The items that
loaded onto this factor included six questions. Specifically, two items asked about the
improvement of student behavior, two were around the improvement of school

climate/culture, and two were about improvement in the way students handle conflict.
Factor 2: Utility of Restorative Practices. The second factor was named “Utility

of Restorative Practices,” as the questions that loaded onto this factor pertained to
participants’ perceptions of the usefulness of restorative practices in three different

school domains: school culture, classroom culture, and student misbehavior. Thus, the

items that loaded onto this factor included three questions.
Factor 3: Endorsement of Restorative Practices. This factor included four items,
each of which pertained to buy-in, or endorsement, of restorative practices. Thus, it was
named “Endorsement of Restorative Practices.” Specifically, the items pertained to the

belief in restorative practices to improve student behavior, the worth of learning
restorative practices, and the worth in adopting restorative practices in the school.

Factor 4: Integration of Restorative Practices. The fourth factor includes five

items and was named “Integration of Restorative Practices” because each of the items
speak to how restorative practices has been taken up into school practices. The first item
addresses the improvement of how adults handle conflict with other adults. The second
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and third item both address how restorative practices fits and is included in the school’s
discipline policy. The fourth and fifth items both reference how restorative practices has

improved relationships with other staff and with students.

Factor 5: Understanding of Restorative Practices. The final factor was named
“Understanding of Restorative Practices” because the items pertain to knowing and

understanding restorative practices. The items that loaded onto this factor included four

questions. The first two items asked about knowing the purpose of restorative practices as
well as the methods. The third item asked about the participant’s ability to use restorative

practices. The fourth item asked participants to indicate the extent to which they felt they
understood the elements of restorative practices.

Items not included in analysis. There were two items that did not fit with any of
the factors, and were thus excluded from the final EFA. These items were:

• Restorative practices conflict with my school’s discipline policy.
• Please indicate your perception of how your school’s administration has

supported restorative practices over the past year.

A review of these items elucidates the reasons they did not load onto either of the
five factors of this model. Although the first question asks about restorative practices and

the school’s discipline policy as does two other items that loaded onto factor four, this

particular question is in direct opposition to those items. Whereas the similar items in
factor four speak to how restorative “fits” and is “mentioned” in the school’s discipline

policy, this item addresses how restorative practices may “conflict” with the school’s
discipline policy.
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The second item that did not load onto a factor pertains to the support of
administration. Unfortunately, there are no other items included in the analysis that speak

directly to administration. Therefore, it is conceivable that this item would not load onto a
factor, as none of the other items that loaded onto either of the five factors pertain to
administration or the support of administration.
Table 4.14
Exploratory Factor Analysis of Survey Data

Factor
loadings

Factors / Survey Items

Factor 1: Influence on Culture
Student behavior in my school has generally improved this year.
Student behavior in my school has improved as a result of restorative practices.
The school culture/climate has improved this year.
The school culture/climate has improved as a result of restorative practices.
The way that students handle conflicts with adults has improved as a result of
restorative practices.
The way that students handle conflicts with other students has improved as a result of
restorative practices.
Factor 2: Utility of Restorative Practices
How useful do you think restorative practices are for improving school culture?
How useful do you think restorative practices are for improving classroom culture?
How useful do you think restorative practices are for addressing student misbehavior?
Factor 3: Endorsement of Restorative Practices
I believe that restorative practices can help to improve student behavior.
The majority of staff in this school believes that restorative practices can help improve
student behavior.
Learning restorative practices is worth my time.
Adopting restorative practices is worthwhile for my school.
Factor 4: Integration of Restorative Practices
The way that adults handle conflicts with other adults has improved as a result of
restorative practices.
It is clear how restorative practices fits with my school’s discipline policy.
Restorative practices are explicitly mentioned in my school’s discipline policy.
Has restorative practices improved your relationships with other staff in your building?
Has restorative practices improved your relationships with students in your building?
Factor 5: Understanding of Restorative Practices
I am confident that I know the purpose of restorative practices.
I am confident that I know the restorative practice methods.
I am confident in my ability to use restorative practices with the majority of students in
my school.
Indicate the extent to which you feel you understand the elements of restorative
practices.
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Alpha

a
0.94

0.96
0.88
0.82
0.72
0.74
0.84

0.93

0.85
0.90
0.81
0.87
0.66
0.46
0.62
0.72
0.74
0.56
0.56
0.56
0.64
0.41
0.76

0.68
0.90
0.88
0.33

Confirmatory factor analysis of five-factor model. For further analysis, a
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was estimated with the five-factor model of the
current study to determine how well this model fits the data. The results of the CFA

indicated that the five-factor model established through an EFA fit the data (x2= 342.49,
p > .001; RMSEA = 0.069; AIC = 4446.24; BIC = 4676.05; CFI = 0.937; TLI = 0.927).

The determination of model fit, if the model was strongly supported by the data, was
based on a comparison of the fit indices obtained with the suggested cut-off values

frequently cited in the literature for chi squared (x2!), RMSEA, CFI, and TLI indices. A
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) value between 0.05 and 0.08
indicates a fit close to “good” (Cangur & Ercan, 2015). The accepted cut-off for the
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) value is 0.97, with values greater than 0.95 indicative of
acceptable fit (Cangur & Ercan, 2015). Similarly, the indicator of good fit for the
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is a value larger than 0.95. Considering these most
commonly used fit statistics, the five-factor model was determined to exhibit a “fair” fit

based on the comparisons, as one of the three fit indices met the minimum threshold for

fit, and the other two were relatively close. The test statistic, chi squared (x2), indicates

“good” model fit as the result is insignificant at the 0.05 level (Hooper, Coughlan, &
Mullen, 2008). Therefore, the data does support a five-factor model as an adequate fit for

the factor structure specified to measure each of the dimensions of restorative practices
implementation.

While the overall fit statistics support the five-factor model, it is important to note
that there were individual items that did not meet the 0.7 threshhold (Kline, 2011) and
therefore considered to not be good indicators of various factors. The item, “The majority

87

of staff in this school believes that restorative practices can help improve student
behavior,” had a coefficient of 0.57, and was therefore not a good indicator of
endorsement. The item, “Indicate the extent to which you feel you understand the
elements of restorative practices,” had a coefficient of 0.33, and was not a good indicator

of understanding of restorative practices. Four of the five items of integration of
restorative practices did not meet the threshhold, but two were close: “The way that

adults handle conflicts with other adults has improved as a result of restorative practices”

(0.65), “It is clear how restorative practices fits with my school’s discipline policy”
(0.58). “Restorative practices are explicitly mentioned in my school’s discipline policy”
(.40), and “Has restorative practices improved your relationships with other staff in your

building” (0.69).
Comparison of factors of RAND study and current study. Two additional

Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFA) were conducted for comparison of model fit
indices. First, a CFA was estimated to determine how well the overall four-factor RAND
model fit the data of the current research context. The second CFA was estimated to
determine how well a three-factor model, as indicated by a prior EFA, fit the current

study. The resuts of several CFA models are summarized in Table 4.15 below.
Table 4.15
Comparison of Model Fit Indices
Model description

5-factor model (24 items) Current study
3-factor model (14 items) Current study
*RAND 4-factor model (14
items)
RAND 4-factor model to
current data
Note: *(Augustine et al., 2018)

Model fit iindices
TLI
CFI
0.927
0.937

AIC
4446.24

BIC
4676.05

342.49

RMSEA
0.069

172.87

0.094

0.926

0.94

2437.26

2573.34

5,970.61

0.006

0.912

-

-

-

97.21

0.07

0.98

0.97

2208.09

2344.16

x2
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In the first CFA, the estimated factor loadings indicated how well each observed

variable in the current study was predicted by each of the four RAND factors (“Buy-in”,
“Confidence”, “Perceived impact on culture”, and “Perceived impact on handling

conflict”). The chi-squared test of model fit indicated that the fitted model was
significantly different from a perfectly fitting model (x2= 97.21, p > .001). The factor

loadings of each observed variable onto each factor were significant. Given the .7 rule of
thumb (Kline, 2011), the item, “The way that adults handle conflicts with other adults has
improved as a result of restorative practices,” was less than .7, indicating it was not a
good indicator of “Conflict.” The root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA) of

this model was 0.065, which is slightly higher than the expected .05 or lower for a close

fit. The Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and the comparative fit index (CFI) were both slightly
higher than the expected .95 or higher, .975 and .968, respectively. Lower estimates of

the Akaike’s information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC)

indicate better model fit: AIC of 2208.09 and BIC of 2344.16. Therefore, this model is

accepted as an adequate fit of the factor structure specified by RAND to measure “Buy
in,” “Confidence,” “Perceived impact on culture,” and “Perceived impact on climate”
with the current study data.

The second CFA estimated factor loadings of the three-factor model to indicate
how well each observed variable was predicted by each of the three factors: Influence on

Culture, Endorsement of Restorative Practices, and Understanding of Restorative
Practices. The chi-squared test of model fit indicated that the fitted model was
significantly different from a perfectly fitting model (x2= 125.82,p > .001). The factor

loadings of each observed variable onto each factor were significant. Given the .7 rule of
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thumb (Kline, 2011), the item, “The way that adults handle conflicts with other adults has
improved as a result of restorative practices,” was less than .7, indicating it was not a

good indicator of “Influence on Culture.” The root mean squared error of approximation

(RMSEA) of this model was 0.08, which is slightly higher than the expected .05 or lower
for a close fit. The comparative fit index (CFI) was slightly higher than the expected .95
or higher, .96, and the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) was .95. Lower estimates of the
Akaike’s information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian information criterion (BIC) indicate

better model fit: AIC of 2230.70 and BIC of 2357.70. Therefore, this model can be

accepted as an adequate fit for the factor structure specified to measure Influence on
Culture, Endorsement of Restorative Practices, and Understanding of Restorative
Practices. Each factor structure is exhibited in Figure 4 below.
In comparing both of these models to draw conclusions about which is best, fit

statistics such as chi squared (x2), RMSEA, CFI, and TLI indices will determine if each

model was strongly supported by the data. According to the RMSEA, both models had a
value between 0.05 and 0.08 indicating a fit close to good (Cangur & Ercan, 2015).

However, the RAND four-factor model had an RMSEA of 0.07, which is closer to the
0.06-0.07 cut-off, indicating a better fit. Judging by the TLI, neither model has a value
greater than 0.95. However, the three-factor model is closest at 0.93, indicating an

acceptable fit (Cangur & Ercan, 2015). The other value provided in common for both

models is the test statistic, chi squared (x2). The chi squared value is substantially larger
for the RAND four-factor model, indicating the three-factor model as a better fit, as the

goal is to have a lower chi squared value (Hooper, Coughlan, & Mullen, 2008).
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While the coefficients for each item in relation to its factor is not available for the
RAND study data, it is important to note that in the case of the three-factor model, there

were two items that were not good indicators of their respective factors. “The majority of

staff in this school believes that restorative practices can help improve student behavior”
had a coefficient of 0.57, and was therefore not a good indicator of endorsement. “The

way that adults handle conflicts with other adults has improved as a result of restorative
practices,” had a coefficient of 0.57, indicating it was not a good indicator of influence on
culture. This has implications for how restorative practices implementation is measured

in that fewer factors may be sufficient to represent the dimensionality.
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Figure 4.2. Conceptual overview of factors. This figure illustrates the factor structure of the 3-factor and 5-factor model of
the current study, and the 4-factor model of the RAND study.
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Research question 3. To what extent does an educator’s value of forgiveness

predict each anticipated factor of restorative practices implementation? By way of the
EFA results, a composite score was obtained for each of the factors of restorative
practices implementation. The forgiveness measure, indicating how forgiving an

individual tends to be, was calculated according to the Heartland Forgiveness Scale

(HFS) scoring instructions. Items 1-18 represented an overall total score and can range
from 18 to 126, with scores between 18 to 54 indicating that an individual is usually

unforgiving, 55 to 89 indicating being as likely to forgive as one is not to forgive, and 90

to 126 indicating that an individual is usually forgiving.
To explore the relationship between forgiveness and each of the factors of
restorative practices implementation, five separate linear regressions were estimated,

controlling for the number of years in the profession, number of years in the district,
number of years in the current building, race, gender and grade band. The five analyses
explored the relationship between forgiveness and each of the factors, endorsement of
restorative practices, influence on culture, utility of restorative practices, integration of
restorative practices, and understanding of restorative practices. According to the

findings, after accounting for number of years in the profession, number of years in the
district, number of years in the current building, gender, race, and grade band in each

model, there were three models that were statistically significant. Results of each of the
analyses are displayed in Table 4.16.

The regression model of the relationship between forgiveness and influence on
culture was statistically significant, indicating forgiveness as a good predictor of the
“influence on culture” factor of restorative practices implementation (F (12, 135) = 2.05,

93

P = .17, p = .036). The R squared equaled .15 (adjusted R squared equaled .08), which

indicates that about 15% of the variability in influence on culture is explained by all of
the predictor variables. To determine the contribution explained by forgiveness alone,

additional regression models were estimated to ascertain the change in R squared, which

would indicate the proportion of variance attributed to forgiveness. Forgiveness accounts
for about 2.81% of the variance. When interpreting the magnitude of the standardized
regression coefficient, which was .17, the rule of thumb (Cohen, 1988) suggests that

forgiveness had a “small” effect on influence on culture.
The regression model with the factor “utility of restorative practices” as an
outcome variable was also statistically significant (F (12,118) = 1.33, B = .18, p = .05).

The R squared equaled .12 (adjusted R squared equaled .03), which indicates that about
12% of the variability in utility of restorative practices is explained by all of the predictor
variables. The unique contribution of forgiveness was about 2.90%. When interpreting
the magnitude of the standardized regression coefficient, which was .18, the rule of
thumb (Cohen, 1988) suggests that forgiveness had a “small” effect on utility of

restorative practices.

The regression model of the relationship between forgiveness and integration of
restorative practices was also statistically significant (F (12,135) = 1.87, B = .18, p = .03).

The R squared equaled .14 (adjusted R squared equaled .07), which indicates that about
14% of the variability in integration of restorative practices is accounted for by all of the
predictor variables. The proportion of variance attributed to forgiveness was about

3.15%. When interpreting the magnitude of the standardized regression coefficient,
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which was .18, the rule of thumb (Cohen, 1988) suggests that forgiveness had a “small”
effect on integration of restorative practices.
Regression results can be seen in Table 4.16. It is important to note that the p

values for each of the factors, with the exception of endorsement of restorative practices,
were close to the 0.05 alpha. This suggests that forgiveness does seems to matter in
restorative practices implementation in some way.
Table 4.16
Separate Regression Analysis Results of the Models Explaining each Factor of Restorative Practices
Implementation as a Function ofForgiveness
Factors of Restorative Practices and
B
SE B
t
p
ß
Total Forgiveness
Endorsement of restorative practices
Total forgiveness
.001
.001
.120
1.49
.140
Influence on culture
Total forgiveness
.002
.001
.171
2.12
.036
Utility of restorative practices
Total forgiveness
.004
.002
.177
1.97
.051
Integration of restorative practices
Total forgiveness
.002
.001
.181
2.23
.028
Understanding of restorative practices
Total forgiveness
.001
.001
.140
1.70
.092
Note: Controls - number of years in the profession, number of years in the district, number of years in the
current building, gender race, grade band

Research question 4. Is there a relationship between a school’s overall

implementation of restorative practices and the number of suspensions in the school? To
determine the association of a school’s restorative practices implementation and the

number of out-of-school suspensions, a school-level predictor was obtained by

calculating for each school an average restorative practices implementation composite for
each of the dimensions, or factors, of implementation. The number of incidents of out-of
school suspension during the 2017-2018 and the 2018-2019 school years were used to
calculate a change score in the number of incidents of suspension from the year prior to

implementation (2017-2018) to the year of implementation (2018-2019).
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Five separate regression models were estimated to predict the change in

suspension incidents based on the five restorative practices implementation variables

(influence on culture, utility of restorative practices, endorsement of restorative practices,
integration of restorative practices, and understanding of restorative practices). Control
variables for these models were data taken directly from the Ohio Department of

Education state report cards and included attendance rate, baseline suspension incidents
from the 2018-2018 school year, enrollment, and the percentage of students with

disabilities.
The results indicated that none of the models were statistically significant (see

Table 4.17). However, intepretation of the coefficients indicate that for all but one of the
factors of restorative practices implementation, there is a negative relationship. In other
words, it is predicted that as the building’s factor score increases, the difference in
suspensions from the year prior to restorative practices implementation to the year of

implementation would decrease, meaning that a reduction in suspensions from one year

to the year of implementation would be reduced even more.
When considering the factor, endorsement of restorative practices, the
unstandardized coefficient of -12.65 represents that, holding all other predictor variables

constant, a school is expected to decrease the number of suspensions by 12.65 for each

one-unit increase in the endorsement of restorative practices school average. For each
one-unit increase in the influence on culture score, a school is expected to decrease the

number of suspensions by 11.35. Likewise, for a one-unit increase in both the integration

of restorative practices and understanding restorative practices factors, schools would be
expected to decrease the number of suspension incidents by 18.51 and 13.54,
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respectively. The only factor that did not show this negative relationship was utility of
restorative practices, which is predicted to show an increase of suspensions by .14.
Table 4.17
Separate Regression Analysis Results for Factors of RP Implementation Predicting Change in the
Number of Suspension Incidents
Variable
t
B
SE B
ß

P

Endorsement of restorative practices

-12.65

47.10

-0.07

-0.27

0.79

Influence on culture

-11.35

29.91

-0.44

-0.38

0.71

.14

8.98

0.002

0.02

0.99

Integration of restorative practices

-18.51

27.17

-0.15

-0.68

0.51

Understanding of Restorative Practices

-13.54

22.67

-0.13

-0.60

0.56

Utility of restorative practices

Summary

This chapter has described the findings as a result of the data collected from the
RP Implementation and the Heartland Forgiveness scales. The next chapter will provide
an interpretation of the results and conclusions of the research study. Study findings will

be presented to extend the knowledge base contained within the literature review. In
addition, limitations and recommendations will be discussed.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

School discipline reform has been an ongoing topic of policymakers, particularly

over the last 20 years (Skiba & Losen, 2015). It is evident that administrative leaders and
school staff have endured many shifts in federal policy towards discipline. From the

federally mandated zero-tolerance policies under President Clinton’s administration in

1994 in order to create safer schools, to the federal guidance provided in rethinking these
policies under President Obama’s administration in 2014 in order to reduce racial

disproportionality, to the rescinding of this guidance under President Trump’s
administration in 2018. The more recent critique of federal support for alternatives to

zero tolerance policies, such as restorative practices, is its erosion of local autonomy

(Blad, 2018, April 4). At the same time, there is evidence of continued support for welldeveloped and supported restorative justice practices (American Association of School
Superintendents, 2018, April 4). Although much discourse exists around the negative

impact of zero-tolerance policy, namely, the overrepresentation of minority groups who
are affected (APA, 2008; Curran, 2016; Heilbrun, Cornell, & Lovegrove, 2015; Heitzeg,

2009; Morris & Perry, 2016; Skiba & Losen, 2015; Skiba, Michael, Nardo, & Peterson,
2002; Verdugo, 2002), the current federal administration has moved away from concerns
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about disproportional rates of minority students. In fact, the belief seems to be that
disparities in exclusionary discipline do not equate to a difference in how minority
students are treated (Binkley, 2018).
Nevertheless, the widespread use of zero-tolerance polices and subsequent impact

of such policies urge schools to consider alternative methods to respond to student
student noncompliance with school rules. The literature on restorative practices notes the

benefit of leveraging relationships to teach students how to be socially responsible.

Students learn how to handle conflict, accept responsibility, repair relationships, exercise
forgiveness, and belong to a community (Smith, Fisher, & Frey, 2015). The current

research study examined this specific problem with a goal to identify factors that make
implementation of restorative practices in the educational setting impactful.

The conceptualization of this study of restorative practices within an urban district
in the Midwest, employing restorative practices, focuses on forgiveness as a critical

factor in the implementation of restorative practices. Specifically, drawing from the
literature, this study suggests relationships, forgiveness and endorsement are important

factors for the successful implementation of this approach. Through the lens of
restorative practices, student misbehavior is seen as a violation of a person or relationship

versus a violation of rules. In order for true relationship repair and restoration to occur,

forgiveness must be present, as it is an inherent value of restorative justice (Morrison &
Vaandering, 2012). Further, the likelihood that forgiveness will occur to repair and
restore the relationship is greater when there is commitment to the relationship (Exline,
Worthington, Jr., Hill, & McCullough, 2003).
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To restate, the purpose of this study was to explore the implementation of
restorative practices, including the relationship between an educator’s aptitude for

forgiveness and implementation of various components of restorative practices, as well as
the impact of implementation on the student level outcome of out-of-school suspension.

This chapter will summarize and interpret descriptive and inferential statistical findings,

and discuss the implications for restorative practices. Conclusions will be drawn and

limitations will be discussed, as well as recommendations for future research related to
restorative practices.

Discussion of Findings
This section will provide a summary of the findings and offer a discussion of what
the study findings indicate in relation to each research question. The research questions
were:

1. To what extent are educators implementing the elements of the restorative
practices continuum (affective statements, restorative queestions, circles,

impromptu conferences, and formal conferences)? How do educator

demographics (i.e. years of experience, years within the district, years at the
current building, grade level, position, race, and gender) inform implementation

of the restorative practices continuum?
2. What factors will emerge from survey items that are strongly related and

therefore, group together, to contribute to restorative practices implementation?
How does the factor model identified in the context of this study compare with the
factors found in the RAND study conducted in Pittsburgh Public Schools?
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3. To what extent does an educator’s value of forgiveness predict each anticipated

factor of restorative practices implementation?
4. Is there a relationship between a school’s overall implementation of restorative

practices and the number of suspensions in the school?

Below is a discussion of the findings as the result to each of the above research
questions.

Research question 1. The first research question explored how educators were
implementing the various elements of the restorative practices continuum and how

demographics informed implementation. Specifically, as noted in Figure 5 below, the
elements considered range from informal, proactive processes to formal, reactive

processes, and include the use of affective statements, restorative questions, circles,
impromptu conferences, and formal restorative conferences (Wachtel, 2016).

Additionally, educator demographics were years of experience, years within the district,
years at the current building, grade band, position, race and gender. It was hypothesized
that the elements of the restorative practices continuum would not be implemented with

consistency. Further, practices such as circles and affective questions were anticipated to
be implemented with more frequency, as they are relatively easy to integrate into existing

practices. Regarding demographics of educators, it was hypothesized classroom teachers
and administrators would have greater implementation, along with staff who work with

younger grades, and those with fewer than 10 years experience.
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informal
affective
affective
statements questions

formal
small impromptu
conference

group
formal
or circle conference

Figure 5. The restorative practices continuum. This figure illustrates the elements
included in the continuum.

Implementation of elements. On a 4-point Likert scale, where 0 = Not at all; 1 =

Rarely; 2 = Sometimes; 3 = Often; and 4 = Always, the mean use of each element was

above 2, with the exception of restorative conferences (M = .44, SD = .65), which had a

mean use less than 1. In other words, staff reported that affective statements (M = 2.83,
SD = .59), restorative questions (M = 2.7, SD = .63), circles (M = 2.6, SD = .96), and
impromptu conferences (M = 2.6, SD = .72) were being implemented more than
“sometimes,” but less than “often” or “always.” Consistent with the hypothesis, these
elements are not being implemented with consistency. Somewhat consistent with the

hypothesis, instead of circles and restorative questions being the most consistently

implemented, affective statements and restorative questions have higher mean use. There
is a dearth of literature on the use of the specific elements of the restorative practices
continuum. However, an explanation for this result could be that affective statements and
restorative questions are informal, proactive, less time-consuming practices, and therefore

easier to implement. Thus, it is expected that these elements would be implemented with

more frequency.
According to Wachtel (2016), the use of proactive circles helps to teach pro-social

skills, model peacemaking, build positive relationships and to create collaborative and

102

safe spaces, which have the potential to lead to an overall improved school climate.

Different from proactive circles, reactive circles can be used to address problems or
concerns within the classroom as well as manage conflict between students (Wachtel,

2016). Small impromptu conferences, which occur as the need arises, involve both the
person who caused harm and the person who was harmed. Both circles and impromptu

conferences require more time and preparation. Thus, it is expected that their mean use
would be lower than the more informal practices. Likewise, the element restorative

conferences has a mean use between “not at all” and “rarely.” This element is used less
often, as it is the most formal, reactive in nature, requires specialized training, and

involves more individuals and more preparation. It is typically facilitated by principals or
counselors, which is indicative of its lower mean use. Consistent use of informal

practices with fidelity will create a culture in which individuals are more aware of their
emotions and how to manage them, more empathetic, and take responsibility to regulate

their emotions and behaviors, and reduce the need for more formal practices (Wachtel,

2016). That is, these practices are utilized to respond to and repair damage caused by
argument, or offending or dishonest behavior, and to restore relationships that may have

been broken as a result of harm (Cavanagh, 2009).
Implementation of elements and educator demographics. In looking at the

relationship between the elements of the restorative practices continuum (affective
statements, restorative questions, circles, impromptu conferences, and formal restorative
conferences) and educator demographics (years of experience, years within the district,

years at the current building, grade band, position, race and gender), there were several
significant relationships found.
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The element affective statements was found to be significantly informed by
gender, indicating that, on average, females scored .28 points higher in use than males.

Whereas the average male score was 2.63, representing a little more than halfway from
“sometimes” to “often,” the average female score was 2.91, closer to “often.” One

explanation of this finding may be that females are better communicators of emotions and
therefore able to utilize affective statements in a much more consistent way as compared

to male. Further inquiry might ask if this is associated with the socialization of females as
different from that of males. Males are not often encouraged to express emotion, whereas
females are expected to be more expressive (Naghavi & Redzuan, 2011). Affective
statements involve the expression of emotion and this element within restorative practices

may be evident in the socialized behavior of females and expectations within schools of

ways of interacting associated with gender expectations and student discipline.
Race, particularly the category marked “other,” was also found to be significantly

related to the use of affective statements. On average, White educators scored 2.86,

which is closer to “often,” while those who identified their race as “other” scored an
average of 1, which represents “rarely.” It should be noted that there was only one

participant who identified race as “other.” Also, while predictors associated with race and
ethnicity were not significant, Black educators scored an average of 2.78 (closer to
“often”), American Indian or Alaska Native scored an average of 3.00 (“often”), Native

Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander scored an average of 2.00 (“sometimes”), and no

respondents identitied as being Hispanic or Latino or Asian or Asian American.

For restorative questions, there were significant differences based on gender,

grade band, and position. Again, female educators scored an average of .28 points higher
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than their male counterparts. This finding may also be explained by gender differences
mentioned above. The mean restorative questions score for educators at the elementary 3

5 grade band was 3.11 (“often”), followed by elementary K-2 at 2.8 (close to “often”),
high school at 2.61 (between “sometimes” and “often”), and middle school at 2.58

(between “sometimes” and “often”). This finding may reflect inherent differences among
the grade bands. Although closer to informal on the continuum, utiizing the restorative

questions does require time, as there are 4-5 questions asked of either the person who

caused harm or the person who was harmed. Thus, an explanation for this difference

could be due to the structure of the elementary school day as compared to secondary
structure of instructional time and activities. Elementary teachers instruct the same group

of students in all subject areas. Secondary teachers typically teach a single subject to
multiple groups of students. The length of time secondary teachers spend with a group of

students daily is considerably less than that of elementary teachers. Secondary teachers

may be committed to content delivery and may not feel they can afford to give up time to
engage students in reflecting and processing through the restorative questions.

The final significant relationship with position indicated that administrators
scored an average of 3.38 (“often”) while classroom teachers scored 2.63 (between
“sometimes” and “often”). This finding was likely due to the differences in the role of

administrators as compared to the role of teachers when addressing student behavior.
Teachers often address minor student behavior en masse and individually, or in small

groups. When needed, teachers refer students to administrators for discipline.
Administrators have more authority and autonomy to attend to student behavior issues
that arise, and restorative questions become extremely useful for an administrator far
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removed from an incident or situation for which a student was referred for discipline. The
role of administrators in investigating such situations lends itself to restorative questions,

which can account for the differences in use between administrators and teachers.
For the use of circles, there was a significant relationship with both gender and

grade band. Females scored an average of 2.8 (close to “often”) and males scored an
average of 2.15 (“sometimes”). Elementary grades 3-5 scored an average of 3.12

(“often”), followed by grades k-2 at 3.09 (“often”), middle at 2.45 (“sometimes”), and
high school at 2.37 (“sometimes”). These findings could be a function of what was
previously mentioned regarding the structure of the elementary school day as compared

to the secondary school day in that class time is more likely to be given to circles at the
elementary level. Another explanation could be the fact that staff at the elementary level

is primarily female. According to the National Center for Education Statistics (n.d.), the
percentage of female to male teachers in 2015-2016 was 77% and 23%, respectively.

Additionally, only 11% of educators at the elementary level were male compared to 36%

at the secondary level.
For impromptu conferences, there was a significant relationship with both gender
and position. Male educators scored an average of 2.44 (“sometimes”) while female
educators scored an average of 2.75 (closer to “often”). Administrators, on average,

scored 3.29 (“often”) and classroom teachers scored an average of 2.62 (“sometimes”).

For the use of restorative conferences, a significant relationship was found with both race
and position. Black educators scored on average higher than White educators, .76 (closer

to “rarely) and .39 (“not at all”), respectively. Likewise, administrators scored higher than
classroom teachers, 1.34 (“rarely”) and .37 (“not at all”), respectively. Similar to what
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was stated previously about the role of both administrators and teachers in student
discipline, teachers “sometimes” use impromptu conferences to address an incident or

situation as it arises and administrators “often” use impromtu conferences in their
different role of investigating situations as they occur.
In the case of restorative conferences, increased use by administrators over

teachers can be explained by the fact that this practice is more formal, involves more
people, and requires more planning, as well as time to implement. Administrators would

be more likely to use this element of the continuum. The finding that Black educators

used restorative conferences more than White educators could be explained by actual

participation. That is, of the small number of staff that actually participated in a
restorative conference, the majority of them could have been Black educators. Further

inquiry might consider whether or not use of the more formal, time-consuming elements
are suggestive of greater levels of commitment or deeper levels of understanding of the

purpose of restorative practices. Additionally, consideration can be given to potential

perception differences of restorative practices by White educators as compared to Black
educators.
The findings are interesting as it was hypothesized classroom teachers and

administrators would have greater implementation, along with staff who work with

younger grades, and those with fewer than 10 years experience. None of the regressions
were significant on the number of years respondents have been in the profession, in the

district, or in the current building were significant. This may be consistent with Hopkins

(2015) in that restorative practices are not just about the actions done, but it is also a way
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of being. That is, implementing restorative practices has less to do with how long an
educator has been in the profession and more to do with who the educator is as a person.

*While existing research does not address relationships that might exist between
various educator demographics and the use of the elements of the restorative practices
continuum, this research offers a way to look at the nuances of such. What is not a

measure in this research and should be noted is the lack of information around the

influence of gender and race on which students receive more of the affective statements,
restorative questions, circles, impromptu conferences, or restorative conferences, and

which students receive fewer of them. This might reveal insights into disproportionality
in use beyond teacher demographics, but rather use based upon student demographics.

However, the elements discussed above reveal insight into how each are implemented

within the current research context. The next section discusses factors related to the
overall implementation of restorative practices.

Research question 2. The second research question investigated the factors that

would emerge from the Restorative Practices Survey as dimensions of restorative
practices implementation and how said factors would compare to those identified in the
RAND study. It was hypothesized that the following five factors would emerge:

“Endorsement of Restorative Practices,” “Support of Leadership,” “Influence on
Culture,” “Implementation of Components,” and “Understanding of Restorative

Practices.” It was also hypothesized that, in comparison to RAND, some factors would be
similar and additional factors would emerge due to the difference in research contexts.
Factors in the current study. Although a number of studies have identified

several factors as important in the implementation of restorative practices (Blood &
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Thorsborne, 2005; Hopkins, 2015; Morrison, Blood & Thorsborne, 2005; Morrison &

Vaandering, 2012; Roland, Rideout, Salinitri, & Frey, 2012), the Restorative Practices
Survey used in the RAND study represents the first use of this instrument to assess
dimensions of restorative practices implementation (Augustine et al., 2018). The

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) conducted on the Restorative Practices Survey in the

current study resulted in a five-factor structure. In this section, support is provided for
each of the factors based on the current literature on restorative practices.

Influence on culture. The factor, influence on culture, is broadly defined as the
effect that restorative practices has on the attitudes, behavior, and character of the school
environment. It contained six items, including statements such as, “Student behavior in
my school has improved as a result of restorative practices,” “The school culture/climate

has improved as a result of restorative practices” and “The way students handle conflicts
with other students has improved as a result of restorative practices.” Those who utilize
restorative practices are hopeful that strong relationships will be built and that individuals
will feel a sense of community and belonging, and that as a result, human behavior will

be improved altogether (Wachtel, 2016). Consequently, belief in this work naturally leads

to an expectation of positive results. In addition to an influence on the culture of a school,
educators are hopeful to see reduced exclusionary discipline as a result of restorative

practices. Thus, the utility of restorative practices emerged as a factor also, which is
discussed next.
Utility of restorative practices. The next factor, utility of restorative practices, is

defined as the perception of the usefulness of restorative practices. It is comprised of
three items. Two of the three items in this factor asked “How useful do you think
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restorative practices are for improving school culture?” and “How useful do you think
restorative practices are for improving classroom culture?” and the third item asked

“How useful do you think restorative practices are for addressing student misbehavior?”
This factor is consistent with a number of studies that have identified the usefulness of
restorative practices to reduce suspensions (Anyon et al., 2014; Anyon et al., 2016;

Augustine et al., 2018; Cumings Mansfield, Fowler, and Rainbolt, 2018). Given the
nature and purpose of restorative practices, there is an expectation that using restorative

practices will reduce instances of violence as well as repeat offenses, thereby reducing
the need for suspensions and expulsions. Through these practices, harm will be repaired

and relationships will be restored (Wachtel, 2016), thereby increasing positive
relationships and decreasing the need for exclusionary consequences. An underlying

assumption this research makes is that the perception of the usefulness of restorative
practices is driven by the beliefs one holds about it, which is the next factor discussed.

Endorsement of restorative practices. In large part, endorsement of restorative
practices is defined as the belief that one has about this approach, which could include an

alignment to one’s own personal beliefs as well as a belief that this approach is impactful.
The items for the endorsement of restorative practices factor were: “I believe that
restorative practices can help to improve student behavior,” “Learning restorative

practices is worth my time,” and “Adopting restorative practices is worthwhile for my

school.” Considering how well an individual’s personal beliefs align with the overall
model of restorative practices is important, as it can predict an educator’s ability to utilize
the practices that are restorative in nature (Roland, Rideout, Salinitri & Frey, 2012).

Restorative practices are not just about the actions done, but it is also a way of being
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(Hopkins, 2015). Belief in this approach leads to higher implementation, and those with

high implementation see the value of positive teacher-student relationships (Gregory,
Clawson, Davis & Gerewitz, 2016).
Integration of restorative practices. Defined as the uptake and blending of
restorative practices with the normalized practices of a school, the integration of
restorative practices factor contained five items including, “It is clear how restorative

practices fits with my school’s discipline policy,” “Restorative practices are explicitly
mentioned in my school’s discipline policy” and “Has restorative practices improved

your relationships with other staff in your building?”

Understanding of restorative practices. The understanding of restorative practices
factor contained four items that addressed topics with statements like, “I am confident I

know the purpose of restorative practices” and “I am confident that I know the restorative
practice methods,” as well as “Indicate the extent to which you feel you understand the
elements of restorative practices.”

An additional item addressed the topic of self-efficacy, which has been studied in
relation to restorative practices: “I am confident in my ability to use restorative practices

with the majority of students in my school.” Roland et al. (2012) examined the
predictability of teacher self-efficacy on scores on the restorative justice implementation

(RJI) instrument, finding that it is a significant prediction, as 47% of the variance in RJI

scores was attributed to self-efficacy. Further, educators with a lower self-efficacy
believe they are incapable of utilizing restorative justice practices and thus, resort to
traditional discipline responses.
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These factors, taken together, represent the dimensions of restorative practices

implementation. These factors are somewhat consistent with the five that were
hypothesized, as three of them are the same: endorsement of restorative practices,
influence on culture, and understanding of restorative practices. The other two factors
that were hypothesized, support of leadership and implementation of components, did not
emerge from the data, as there were no items included in the EFA that addressed

leadership or specific components of restorative practices. Instead, the other two factors
were, utility of restorative practices and integration of restorative practice. Therefore, in

answering the research question, the five factors that emerged were influence on culture,

utility of restorative practices, endorsement of restorative practices, integration of
restorative practices and understanding of restorative practices.

Factors in the RAND study. The RAND study identified buy-in, confidence,
perceived impact on culture, and perceived impact on handling conflict as the four factors

involved in understanding the construct of implementation of restorative practices

(Augustine et al., 2018). It was hypothesized that, in comparison to RAND, some factors

would be similar and additional factors would emerge due to the difference in research
contexts. In this section, two factor structures and fit indices will be discussed to
determine how the factors of the current study compared to those identified in the RAND

study.

The first comparison is of RAND’s four-factor model utilizing 14 items of the

Restorative Practices Survey and an EFA of those same items with the current research
context. This resulted in a three-factor model with the following factors: influence on

culture, endorsement of restorative practices, and understanding of restorative practices.
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Further analysis through a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) showed that the threefactor model was an adequate fit of the data. In an item-by-item comparison, the items
that comprised the endorsement factor in the current study were the same for buy-in and
the same is true for understanding and confidence. In other words, the items grouped

together in the same way and the only difference was in how they were labeled. The same
is essentially true for the influence on culture factor. These same items were further
specified by RAND into two factors: perceived impact on culture and perceived impact

on handling conflict.
The second comparison is of RAND’s four-factor model utilizing 14 items of the

Restorative Practices Survey to an EFA of those same items along with additional items
that were believed to be important in considering implementation of restorative practices.

The five-factor model resulted in the following factors: influence on culture, utility of
restorative practices, endorsement of restorative practices, integration of restorative

practices and understanding of restorative practices. Further analysis through a

Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) showed that the five-factor model was an adequate
fit of the data. Compared to the RAND study, the only exact match in factors was
between endorsement of restorative practice in the current study and buy-in in the RAND

study. However, there was consistency in some of the other factors.
The understanding of restorative practices factor included the same items as the
RAND factor, confidence, with one of the additional items that was added: “Indicate the

extent to which you feel you understand the elements of restorative practices.” The
factor, influence on culture, contained all of the items included in RAND’s perceived
impact on culture and three of the four items contained in RAND’s perceived impact on
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handling conflict. The item, “The way that adults handle conflicts with other adults has
improved as a result of restorative practices,” grouped together with four other items that

were added into the analysis to create the factor, integration of restorative practices. This

factor was not observed in the RAND study. Likewise, three additional items added into
the analysis grouped together to form the factor, utility of restorative practices. These

items were: “How useful do you think restorative practices are for improving school
culture,” “How useful do you think restorative practices are for improving classroom
culture,” and “How useful do you think restorative practices are for addressing student

misbehavior?” These items were important to add to the initially analysis because not
only do they address the potential impact of restorative practices on the culture, but also

the impact on the classroom and specifically, with student behavior.

Research question 3. The third research question examined the relationship
between forgiveness and each of the factors of restorative practices implementation. It

was hypothesized that an educator’s aptitude for forgiveness, as measured by the
Heartland Forgiveness Scale, would positively predict and contribute significantly to the

factor, endorsement of restorative practices. The results suggested several significant
relationships between forgiveness and implementation factors. While many studies have

focused on various aspects of restorative practices, there is no existing literature that has

explored how forgiveness may be related to restorative practices. This is an area that has
not yet been explored.

Forgiveness was found to be a significant positive predictor of the factor,
influence on culture, indicating that educators with higher forgiveness scores were
expected to have higher scores in influence on culture. In other words, the more forgiving
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educators are, the more they perceive restorative practices to have an impact on the
culture. Specifically, the influence on culture factor addressed aspects of improvement in

student behavior, school culture/climate, and the way students handle conflicts with

adults and other students, as a result of restorative practices.
Similarly, forgiveness was found to be a significant positive predictor of the

factor, utility of restorative practices, indicating that educators with higher forgiveness
scores were expected to have higher scores in utility of restorative practices. In other
words, the more forgiving educators are, the more they agree on the usefulness of

restorative practices. Specifically, the utility of restorative practices factor referred to the

usefulness of restorative practices to improve school culture, classroom culture, and to

address student behavior.
Lastly, forgiveness was also found to be a significant positive predictor of the

factor, integration of restorative practices, indicating that educators with higher

forgiveness scores were expected to have higher scores in integration of restorative
practices. In other words, the more forgiving educators are, the more they see restorative
practices integrated into the larger school context. Specifically, the integration of
restorative practices factor addressed aspects of improvement in relationships with

students and other staff, and the way adults handle conflicts with adults, as well as how
restorative practices fits with the school’s discipline policy.
Although there is no direct literature addressing the empirical study of forgiveness

and restorative practices, Morrison and Vaandering (2012) identify forgiveness, apology,

healing, and respect as values inherent to restorative justice. Restorative practices offer a
way to examine student misbehavior in the context of relationships, and to repair
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relationships through forgiveness and restoration. Being more forgiving leads to better
psychological well-being (Kumari, 2016; Sing & Sharma, 2018) and the psychological
well-being of staff may positively affect school culture by way of improving empathy

and self-efficacy of staff. Inversely, those who do not forgive experience negative effects
such as anger, anxiety, and irritability (Kumari, 2016). This could lend support to the
relationships with influence on culture, utility of restorative practices, and integration of
restorative practices.

Research question 4. The fourth research question considered the relationship
between each of the factors of restorative practices implementation and out-of-school

suspension. School composite scores were generated for each of the factors of restorative
practices implementation. To give further nuance, the change in the number of
suspensions from the year prior to restorative practices implementation to the first year of

implementation was generated. It was hypothesized that a negative relationship would

exist between factors of restorative practices implementation and the number of
suspensions to indicate a decline in suspensions from the year prior to the implementation

of restorative practices as compared to after the first year of implementation.
While the results suggested no statistically significant relationships, the

coefficients for each factor did show a negative relationship with the number of
suspensions for each of the factors except one. Suspensions were expected to decline
when scores for endorsement of restorative practices, influence on culture, integration of

restorative practices, and understanding restorative practices increased. However, this

was not the case for the factor, utility of restorative practices.
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Although the results of this study were not significant, the relationship between
implementation of restorative practices and decline in the number of suspensions is a

finding in current literature. Previous research shows that utilization of restorative
practices resulted in a reduction in the days of instruction lost to suspension or a
reduction in the number of suspensions (Augustine et al., 2018), kept students from being
excluded from school (Anyon et al., 2014) and reduced the likelihood that students

received a subsequent office discipline referral after receiving a restorative consequence
or that students were suspended from school (Anyon et al., 2016). Utilization of
restorative practices also resulted in a reduction in suspensions and infractions that

involved an offense against another person (Cumings et al., 2018).
Implications for Restorative Practices Implementation

Implications for study results suggest ways in which the findings may be
important for school districts or policy as a whole. These implications are discussed

below along with their relationship to the literature.
Elements of the restorative practices continuum. The findings of this study
suggest that each of the elements, with the exception of restorative conferences, are

implemented at the “sometimes” frequency, and the two that are the most informal

(affective statements and restorative questions) are implemented closer to the “often”
frequency. Implementation at the “sometimes” or “often” frequency is not consistent
implementation. Though there is no known research to support it, one would reason that

consistent implementation, that is use of the elements at the “always” level, would

indicate that they are common practice. Thus, the question for schools to grapple with is,
how can these elements be normalized into regular school practices? Policy around the
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use of these elements may make the frequency of their use more consistent. Incorporating
restorative practices into current school practices, or abandoning practices that do not

align with this approach, is necessary for consistent implementation. Another question for

which schools should be prepared to consider is how to normalize these practices across
all demographic groups of teachers, particularly, gender groups, as well as across all

grade levels.
Factors of implementation. Successful implementation of restorative practices

depends on the quality and drive of school leadership (Blood & Thorsborne, 2005).
Although the factors that emerged from the data did not include the role of school

leadership, administrative support definitely has an impact on the factors that did emerge.

The paradigm shift required for restorative practices implementation requires a cultural
change in schools and a change in school operations. This is a considerable task for the
school leader in moving staff in this direction (Blood, 2005). This literature supports

several of the study’s factors of implementation: influence on culture, utility of
restorative practices, endorsement of restorative practices, and understanding of
restorative practices. It is necessary for school leaders to support staff as they utilize this

new approach to respond to student behavior, and to provide the necessary professional
development so staff grow in their understanding of restorative practices.
To expect that a restorative practices policy be implemented with fidelity without

serious effort to make necessary modifications within school operations is unrealistic and
will not ensure its success. Consideration has to be given to school conditions that are

likely to make a difference in consistent implementation such as class size, pressure

within tested subject areas, and autonomy of teachers to make decisions about how they
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use time and space. Strong administrative leadership and creative efforts of staff will help
schools achieve a strong, creative implementation of restorative justice policy, thereby
resulting in a restorative school culture.

Forgiveness. Standardized regression coefficients, although “small” in
magnitude, indicate that forgiveness does play a role in various factors of restorative
practices implementation. Specifically, these factors are impact on culture, utility of
restorative practices, and integration of restorative practices. However, an important

caution is that correlation of forgiveness with these factors does not indicate causality. As

a result, this research does not suggest that educators need to be screened for their
aptitude for forgiveness. Rather, it is to recognize that when school incidents occur, true

restoration and relationship repair is a process that involves both the person who caused
harm and the person who was harmed. The restorative practices approach offers a way to
examine student misbehavior in the context of relationships, and repairing relationships
through forgiveness and restoration. When there is commitment to a relationship, there is

a greater likelihood that forgiveness will occur to repair and restore the relationship
(Exline, Worthington, Jr., Hill, & McCullough, 2003). In the school context, this
relationship could be student-teacher, teacher-teacher, or teacher-administrator.
Although one would hope that teachers and administrators have a vested interest

in building relationships with all students and that the presence of relationship would

make it more likely that student misbehavior would be forgiven, research demonstrates

otherwise. Implicit bias informs us that racial dynamics play a role in commitment to
building relationships with all students, which in turn, could impact forgiveness. The

influence of both culture and race as they relate to relationships and forgiveness is vitally
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important. Receiving punishment from individuals with whom no relationship exists can
encourage “socially irresponsible attitudes” (Macready, 2009, p. 212). The current

research does not explore variation in relationships and forgiveness with minority
students. However, along the way to developing a school environment that nurtures
relationships, respect, and empathy, the issue of implicit bias as well as the influence of
culture and race cannot be ignored.
Exclusionary discipline. Literature on student discipline overwhelmingly
supports the notion that there are benefits to restorative practices, and that schools able to
utilize this approach increase positive relationships and decrease the need for

exclusionary consequences (Anyon et al., 2014; Anyon et al., 2016; Augustine et al.,

2018; Cumings et al., 2018). The findings in this study were not statistically significant
and the effect sizes were less than small. However, the directionality, though not
significant, did indicate a decline in suspension for four of the five factors. This suggests

that implementation of restorative practices does decrease the need for exclusionary

discipline, which is a very important contribution to the literature. The factor that showed

a slight increase in suspensions was utility of restorative practices, which refers to
perceptions of the usefulness of restorative practices in three different school domains:
school culture, classroom culture, and student misbehavior.

Limitations of the Study
The limitations of this study present features of the design that ultimately impact
the interpretation of the results, and therefore, the utility of the findings. These limitations
are related to the survey, the sample size, the timing of the study, access to literature, and

implicit bias.
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One such limitation rests with the survey itself. Both the Restorative Practices

Survey and the Heartland Forgiveness were combined into one survey for ease of access

for the respondents. However, this resulted in one long survey with a total of 60 items
(some duplicate items) to respond to, which may have led to survey fatigue. The National
Research Center (2016) reports that survey fatigue occurs when respondents view the

number of questions as too long, which can be indicated by low response rates or a low
completion rate. According to the SurveyMonkey analytics, the estimated time to
complete the survey was 33 minutes, but the typical time spent was 21 minutes and the

completion rate was 62%. For those who completed the entire survey, the typical time

spent was just over 25 minutes. In addition to completing the survey, it could have also
impacted the quality of response.
To answer the research question about the relationship between a school’s
restorative practices implementation and its change in out-of-school suspension, school

level analyses was conducted. This presents another limitation of the study as it relates to
sample size, as the number of respondents from some buildings represented in the data
constitutes a sample size too small, which could make it difficult to find significant

relationships from the data. In those cases, the small sample becomes representative of

and, in effect, “speaks” for the building. The same is true for various racial demographic

groups in which the number of respondents is minimal. This can present a limitation in
that larger sample sizes are necessary to not only ensure a representative distribution, but

also to be representative of the various groups represented in the analyses. Additionally,
low sample size reduces statistical power to detect a true effect. It is also important to
note that while teachers may influence classroom-level indicators such as relationships,
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trust, forgiveness, implementation of restorative practices, and responses to classroom
behavior, it is the principal who administers suspension.

Another potential limitation was in the timing of the study and administration of

the survey. The study was conducted at the beginning of the 2019-2020 school year, after
the first year of restorative practices implementation in 2018-2019. The survey was

administered in August 2020, but was in reference to implementation the preceding
school year. By the time of the survey, staff changes had occurred in that some staff
assumed new positions and some staff were in a different building than the year prior.

Inadvertently, respondents may have conflated their responses by their previous year

experience and perception of the new school year.
One of the investigations of this study was around the relationship between

forgiveness and restorative practices. While literature exists separately on the

psychological construct of forgiveness and on restorative practices implementation in
schools, and while forgiveness is cited in the literature as a value related to restorative

practices (Morrison & Vaandering, 2012), there is no prior research on the relationship
between the two. This limitation does not allow for comparison to prior knowledge of

this relationship, and thus, essentially provides an opportunity for further research.

Relevant to the focus on forgiveness is implicit bias, and there is concern that this
study does not acknowledge social psychological literature on implicit bias. The

researcher is aware that this is an unexplored area in the study, which might impact the
findings, and that it provides an opportunity for further research.
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Recommendations for Future Research

Significant research supports the use of restorative practices due to findings that
suggest its positive influence on student outcomes. Likewise, significant research
supports forgiveness and its psychological benefits on well-being. However, this study

has raised awareness of several aspects of each of these topics to be considered for
further research.

It is recommended that future research address the importance of school
leadership in the implementation of restorative practices, which is mentioned in literature,
but not brought to bear in this research study. The survey item regarding administrative

support was dropped from the EFA in this study due to inadequate factor loadings and
therefore not included as a factor of implementation, but does have relevance to the

research problem. According to Morrison, Blood, and Thorsborne (2005), effective
leadership matters to the success of restorative practices, as school leaders are key to
strategically approaching the culture change process of implementation of restorative

practices. Leaders are an important factor in implementation to support the work, but
more importantly, to drive the work (Hopkins, 2015).
To build on the relationship between forgiveness and various factors of restorative

practices implementation, it is recommended that future research explore this relationship
further. In this research context, forgiveness was a significant predictor of three of the

five factors: the influence of restorative practices on culture, the utility of restorative

practices, and the integration of restorative practices. Although this association was
researched within the specific setting, culture and context of the current study, future

studies can address this relationship within different contexts. Further, to address a
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limitation of the study, the survey that contains both forgiveness items and restorative
practices items should limit the restorative practices items to those that only address

perceptions around implementation, and not implementations of the actual elements of
the restorative practices continuum. A shorter survey could help alleviate survey fatigue,

thereby increasing data used in exploring the relationship between forgiveness and
implementation.
To build on a finding that I did not expect at the start of this study, it is

recommended that further research explore gender differences in the implementation of
restorative practices. With respect to use of four of the five elements of the restorative
practices continuum explored in this study, which included affective statements,

restorative questions, circles, and impromptu conferences, female educators scored on
average anywhere from .28 to.65 points higher than males. Research in this area can lead
to major implications for how educators are trained and supported, particularly, how male
educators are supported.
To address a limitation of the study, since the concept was not an aspect of the

research questions explored in this study, implicit bias bears future consideration.
Implicit bias refers to the automatic and unconscious beliefs about and thoughts toward

groups of people that guide one’s behavior (Staats, Capatosto, Wright & Contractor,

2015). Given the implications of implicit bias for interactions among school personnel
with students, and the importance of relationships to restorative practices implementation,
further exploration of this topic should ensue. Potential research could investigate any

associations between unconscious bias and implementation of restorative practices,
especially as it relates to various groups of students. Further, future research could take a
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critical race theoretical frame to investigate variation in the level of commitment to
restorative practices, relationships, and forgiveness with students across racial groups,

particularly Black and Brown students. This would provide insight into the influence of
culture and race on the commitment to building relationships with students.
Conclusion

This research aimed to explore relationships involved in the various aspects of

restorative practices implementation in a large urban school district located in northeast
Ohio. The study employed quantitative analyses with a particular focus on the elements

of the restorative practices continuum, factors that influence implementation of
restorative practices, the role of forgiveness, and the change in suspensions. Based on

study results, the following can be concluded: 1) the elements of the restorative practices
continuum are not implemented consistently and differences in the use of elements exist

by gender, race, grade band and position; 2) influence on culture, utility of restorative

practices, endorsement, integration, and understanding are important factors to consider
when implementing restorative practices; 3) forgiveness is positively related to the
factors influence on culture, utility of restorative practices, and integration of restorative

practices; and 4) though not statiscially significant, decline in suspensions is related to
some factors of implementation.

This research provides insight into the implementation of restorative practices and

how it impacts exclusionary discipline, as well as how forgiveness may be related. The
findings may not generalize to all contexts within which restorative practices may be

utilized. However, the analyses may inform districts similar to the one in this study that
are interested in implementing alternative approaches for improved school culture and
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relationships. Implementation of restorative practices should be undertaken strategically,
as it involves a change management process that includes leadership commitment,

development of expertise within the local context, quality implementation, and forward
planning for sustainability (Blood, 2005). Further attention to factors influencing the

integration and understanding of restorative practices as well as psychosocial dimensions

of these practices, is likely to address the complexity of the change management process.
Such progress will benefit students most vulnerable to racial and economic disciplinary

exclusion and offer a viable alternative to zero tolerance policies in education.
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APPENDIX A

Heartland Forgiveness Scale (HFS)
Directions: In the course of our lives negative things may occur because of our own
actions, the actions of others, or circumstances beyond our control. For some time after
these events, we may have negative thoughts or feelings about ourselves, others, or the
situation. Think about how you typically respond to such negative events. Next to each
of the following items write the number (from the 7-point scale below) that best describes
how you typically respond to the type of negative situation described. There are no right
or wrong answers. Please be as open as possible in your answers.

1
Almost
Always
False of
Me

2

3
More
Often
False of
Me

4

5
More
Often True
of Me

6

7
Almost
Always
True of
Me

____1. Although I feel badly at first when I mess up, over time I can give myself some
slack.
____2. I hold grudges against myself for negative things I’ve done.
____3. Learning from bad things that I’ve done helps me get over them.
____4. It is really hard for me to accept myself once I’ve messed up.
____5. With time I am understanding of myself for mistakes I’ve made.
____6. I don’t stop criticizing myself for negative things I’ve felt, thought, said, or done.
____7. I continue to punish a person who has done something that I think is wrong.
____8. With time I am understanding of others for the mistakes they’ve made.
____9. I continue to be hard on others who have hurt me.
____10. Although others have hurt me in the past, I have eventually been able to see
them as good people.
____11. If others mistreat me, I continue to think badly of them.
____12. When someone disappoints me, I can eventually move past it.
____13. When things go wrong for reasons that can’t be controlled, I get stuck in
negative thoughts about it.
____14. With time I can be understanding of bad circumstances in my life.
____15. If I am disappointed by uncontrollable circumstances in my life, I continue to
think negatively about them.
____16. I eventually make peace with bad situations in my life.
____17. It’s really hard for me to accept negative situations that aren’t anybody’s fault.
____18. Eventually I let go of negative thoughts about bad circumstances that are
beyond anyone’s control.
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APPENDIX B

Restorative Practices Survey

Restorative Practices Implementation
Informed Consent
My name is Wanda Lash, and I am a Ph.D. candidate at Cleveland State University. I am also an
administrator in the central office of Canton City School District. I am working on my dissertation

research with Dr. Anne Galletta and Dr. Brian Harper, who are faculty in the Urban Education Ph.D.

program, and we invite you to participate in my study.
What the study is about: The study examines the use of restorative practices in an urban school

district. The study uses a survey and analysis of data on suspensions.
What participants would be asked to do: If you choose to participate, you would complete a 35minute survey between August 8 and August 16, 2019.

The link to the online survey is https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/RPFOR19. This link has also been
emailed to you by the Central office. The study focus is your use of restorative practices in your
school.
Participation is voluntary: You may end the survey at any point. You may withdraw from the study at

any time.
Confidentiality: Your survey responses are confidential. Study results may be included in

educational journals as well as reports to the school district. However, your responses would not

be identified

Risks of participating: One possible risk in the research is that you may feel pressure to

participate. In order to lessen this risk, I want to stress the voluntary nature of the research. There
are no anticipated risks beyond those of everyday living.

Benefits of participating: There are no direct benefits tied to this study. One indirect benefit is that

the research will help others to better understand the use of restorative practices in schools.

You do not have to take part if you don't want to. Refusing to participate will not incur a penalty or
loss of benefits. You may end your participation at any time should you want to do so.
If you have questions: For further information, please contact Dr. Anne Galletta at (216) 702-7346 or

by email: a.galletta@csuohio.edu, or Wanda Lash at 330-206-3930 or by email:

wanjones3@gmail.com.

Thank you very much for your time and cooperation. Your feedback is very important to me.
By providing your e-signature, you indicate the following:
• You are 18 years or older. You have read and understood this consent form and agree to
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participate.

•

I understand that if I have any questions about my rights as a research subject, I can contact
the Cleveland State University Institutional Review Board at (216) 687-3630.

1.

Please indicate below that you are 18 years or older, have read and understood this consent form, and

agree to participate. Your response will serve as your online signature.
Q Yes, I wish to participate in this study by completing this survey.

No, I do not wish to participate in this study.
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Restorative Practices Implementation
Staff Demographics
2.

Which of the following best describes your primary role at your school during the 2018-2019 school year?

Q Classroom Teacher (ELA, mathematics, science, social studies, other content area, special education)
Q Administrative (principal, assistant principal, dean of students)
Q Certified Non-Teaching (counselor, YES Teacher)
Q Student Support (student success coach, school resource officer)
Q Other (please specify)

3.

If you indicated that you are a classroom teacher, please select all the grades you worked with during

the 2018-2019 school year below (check all that apply).
Q| PreK
□

K

□

1

□

2

□

3

□

4

□

5

□

6

□

7

□

8

□

9

□

10

□

11

□

12

4.

Please indicate the school building you served in during the 2018-2019 school year. (If your day was split

between buildings, indicate your home building).
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5.

How many years have you been in education?

6.

How many years have you been in the District?

7.

How many years were you at your 2018-2019 building?

8.

Please indicate your gender.

Q Male
Q Female
Q Other

9.

o
o
o

Please indicate your ethnicity.

o
o
o

White or Caucasian
Black or African American

Hispanic or Latino

O Asian or Asian American
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American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander
Another race

Cleveland. State
University
engagedlearning

Restorative Practices Implementation

School Practices
The following questions ask about your general perceptions of school-related matters.
10. Thinking back over the entire school year, please indicate how often the following items applied to your
school.

The environment is

conducive to learning.
Staff treat other staff

with respect.
Staff treat students with
respect.

Students treat staff with
respect.
Parents treat staff with

respect.

Students are threatened

by other students in my

school.
Students are bullied by

other students in my

school.
Students physically fight

with one another in my

school.
Gang activity is a
problem in my school.

Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

11. Please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the following statements.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I believe that restorative

practices can help to
improve student
behavior.

The majority of staff in
this school believes that

restorative practices can

help improve student
behavior.
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Learning restorative

practices is worth my
time.

Adopting restorative

practices is worthwhile
for my school.
I am confident that I

know the purpose of
restorative practices.
I am confident that I

know the restorative
practice methods.

Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am confident in my

ability to use restorative
practices with the
majority of students in
my school.

Student behavior in my
school has generally

improved this year.

Student behavior is my
school has improved as

a result of restorative
practices.

The school
culture/climate has

improved this year.
The school
culture/climate has

improved as a result of
restorative practices.

The way that students

handle conflicts with
adults has improved as

a result of restorative
practices.

The way that students

handle conflicts with
other students has

improved as a result of
restorative practices.

The way that adults

handle conflicts with
other adults has

improved as a result of
restorative practices.
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12.

Please indicate your agreement with the following statement: The same behaviors that received a

suspension last year also received a suspension in my school this year.
O Yes.
O No, behaviors that resulted in a suspension last year are not receiving suspensions this year.
O No, behaviors that did not result in suspension last year are receiving suspensions this year.
O I did not work at this school last year.

13.

After a student is suspended in your school, is there a formal re-integration process for when that

student returns to school?
O Yes and the formal process incorporates restorative practices (e.g. circle or congerence)
O Yes and the formal process does not incorporate restorative practices
O No, there is no formal re-integration process at my school
O I am unsure if there is or is not a formal re-integration process at my school.

14.

Please indicate whether the following statements are true or not regarding restorative practices and

your school's discipline policy.
Yes

No

O

O

It is clear how
restorative practices fits

with my school's

discipline policy.
Restorative practices
are explicitly mentioned
in my school's discipline

policy.

Restorative practices
conflict with my school's
current discipline policy.
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Restorative Practices
The following questions ask about your general perceptions of restorative practices.
15. Please indicate the extent to which you feel you understand the elements of restorative practices.
O I know the 7 elements and could explain them to a peer.

O I do not understand restorative practices.

O I know what some of the elements are, but I could not define O I could train another person to use the 7 elements I have

learned this year.

them.
O I know the 7 elements we learned this year.

16. Has restorative practices improved your relationships with other staff in your building?
O Extremely improved

O Slightly improved

O Very improved

O Not at all

O Moderately improved

17. Has restorative practices improved your relationships with students in your building?
Extremely improved

O Slightly improved

Very improved

O Not at all

Moderately improved
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18. Please indicate your general perception of restorative practices.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I believe that restorative

practices can help to
improve student
behavior.

The majority of staff in
this building believes

that restorative practices
can help improve

student behavior.
Learning restorative

practices is worth my
time.

Adopting restorative

practices is worthwhile
for my school
I am confident that I

know the purpose of
restorative practices.
I am confident that I

know the restorative
practices methods.
I am confident in my

ability to use restorative
practices with the
majority of my students
in my school.

Student behavior in my
school has improved as

a result of restorative
practices.

The school
culture/climate has

improved as a result of
restorative practices.

19. How useful do you think restorative practices are for the following:

Improving school culture
Improving classroom

culture
Addressing student
misbehavior

Not at all useful

Slightly useful

Moderately useful

Very useful

Extremely useful

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o
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20. Please indicate your perceptions on how students feel about restorative practices.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

Students generally enjoy

restorative practices.
Students engage with

restorative questions.
Students seem to

understand the goal of
restorative practices.
Students seem to

respect restorative
practices.
Students use affective

statements when
interacting with others.

Students display an

understanding of the

impact of their actions.
Students can express

how they have been hurt

by other students.

21. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements.
Strongly Disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly Agree

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I am confident in my

ability to use restorative
practices in my
classroom.

Student behavior in my
classroom has improved

as a result of restorative
practices.
In my classroom(s),
culture/climate has

improved as a result of
restorative practices.

22. The 2-day training over the summer 2018 was sufficient to begin implementing restorative practices in

my school.
O Strongly agree

O Disagree

O Agree

Strongly disagree

O Neither agree nor disagree

O I did not attend
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23. The materials I received from IIRP (books, posters, question cards, etc.) were useful over this past year

in implementing restorative practices.

o
o
o

o
o
o

Strongly agree
Agree
Neither agree nor disagree

Disagree

Strongly disagree
I did not receive any IIRP materials

24. Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to your staff community.

I use affective

statements with other

staff members.

Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I use restorative

questions to resolve
staff conflicts and repair

harm done to staff
relationships.

We use proactive circles
to build a healthy staff
community.

We use responsive
circles to deal with

conflicts that arise
among staff members.

We use fair process in
situations where

participatory decision

making is appropriate.
The school
administration models
restorative practices.
I have a deep

understanding of the
fundamental hypothesis

and how it relates to the
other essential

elements.
As a staff, we are a high
quality restorative staff
community.
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25. Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to a restorative approach with

families.
Not at all

Sometimes

Rarely

Often

Always

I use affective

statements with
students' family

members.
I use responsive circles

to resolve problems

between students' family
members and the

school.
I use fair process where

participatory decision

making is appropriate.
I routinely communicate
positive student

behavior and academic
achievement to family

members.
A restorative approach
with families is part of

"how we do things" at
out school.

26. My colleagues use a restorative approach with families.
Not at all

Often

Rarely

Always

Sometimes

Unsure

27. Please indicate your perception of how your school's administration has supported restorative practices
over this past year.
My school's administration has supported the implementation of restorative practices over the past year.
My school's administration supported the implementation of restorative practices at the beginning of the year, but less so as the
year progressed.

My school's administration has supported the implementation of restorative practices inconsistently over the past year.
My school's administration has not supported the implementation of restorative practices.
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25. Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to a restorative approach with

families.
Not at all

Sometimes

Rarely

Often

Always

I use affective

statements with
students' family

members.
I use responsive circles

to resolve problems

between students' family
members and the

school.
I use fair process where

participatory decision

making is appropriate.
I routinely communicate
positive student

behavior and academic
achievement to family

members.
A restorative approach
with families is part of

"how we do things" at
out school.

26. My colleagues use a restorative approach with families.
Not at all

Often

Rarely

Always

Sometimes

Unsure

27. Please indicate your perception of how your school's administration has supported restorative practices
over this past year.
My school's administration has supported the implementation of restorative practices over the past year.
My school's administration supported the implementation of restorative practices at the beginning of the year, but less so as the
year progressed.

My school's administration has supported the implementation of restorative practices inconsistently over the past year.
My school's administration has not supported the implementation of restorative practices.
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28. My school's principal and school leadership team provided the following support. (Check all the apply.)
Providing additional general information about restorative

□ Providing feedback based on observing my use of restorative
practices

practices

Answering specific questions about implementing restorative □ I did not receive any support from the leadership team

practices
□ Modeling restorative practices

29. Does your school have someone you would consider a champion of restorative practices who is not a

part of the school administration? (For example, a teacher or other staff member who supports
implementation and provides help to other staff in the school around restorative practices.)
O Yes

O No

30. If your school has a restorative practices champion, what kind of support have they provided around

restorative practices? (Check all the apply.)
Providing additional general information about restorative

□ Providing feedback based on observing my use of restorative

practices

practices

□ Answering specific questions about implementing restorative □ I did not receive any support from the restorative practices

practices

champion

□ Modeling restorative practices

Other (please specify)

31. Please check the factors that represent the most significant challenges you have faced to date in

implementing restorative practices. (If there is one or more significant factors for you not listed here, please
select "Other" and specify.)
Time constraints
Lack of buy-in/belief RP can work
Limited training (training not sufficient for implementation)

Lack of administrative support

Other (please specify)
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□
□
□
□

Student attitudes
Unclear discipline policy (unsure how RP fits into discipline

policy)
Lack of understanding of expectations

Leadership/staff turnover
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Affective Statements
This section asks questions specifically about affective statements.

Affective Statements
Personal expressions of how a positive or negative behavior has affected you. (Choose the answer
that most describes you).

32.

Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to affective statements:

Affective statements are personal expressions of how a positive or negative behavior has affected you.

I use affective

statements informally

through-out the day.
I use "I" statements to

express my feelings.
Students use "I"

statements to express
their feelings.
I actively encourage

students to express their
feelings.

Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

Students use affective

statements to express

how they are impacted

by others' behavior.

When providing positive
or negative feedback, I
identify specific and

concrete behaviors.
I deliver feedback in a

personalized manner

directly to the student

who impacted others.
I distinguish the deed

from the doer.

Affective statements are

a part of "how we do
things" at our school.
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33.

My colleagues use affective statements.

O Not at all

O Often

O Rarely

O Always

O Sometimes

O Unsure
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Restorative Questions
This section asks questions specifically about restorative questions.

34.

Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to restorative questions:

Restorative Questions are two sets of prescribed questions designed to challenge the negative behavior of

the wrongdoer while separating the deed from the doer, and engaging those that were harmed.

I use restorative

questions informally

through-out the day.
I respond to negative
behaviors using the

restorative questions.

Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

0

o

o

o

o

o

o

I ask the questions in a

non-judgmental way that

communicates a desire
for understanding.
I engage those who

were harmed when I

deal with an incident.
I provide opportunities

for those who were
harmed to be heard and

to have a say in what
needs to happen to

make things right.
I distinguish the deed

from the doer.
I ask the wrongdoer to

identify who has been

harmed and what harm

was done.
I ask the wrongdoer

what needs to be done

to make things right.

Restorative questions
are part of "how we do

things" at our school.
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35.

My colleagues use restorative questions.

O Not at all

O Often

O Rarely

O Always

O Sometimes

O Unsure
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Circles (proactive, content/instructional, responsive)
This section asks questions specifically about circles.

Proactive Circles
For your reference, proactive circles are ritualistic relationship-building activities with clear

expectations, done in a circle configuration. Topics include goal setting, academic content,
classroom norms, behavioral expectations, or other "fun" topics.

Content/Instructional Circles
For your reference, content/instructional circles are focused on course content, done in a circle
configuration. Topics could include introducing a new topic, gauging student interest, giving
students ownership of upcoming projects/activities.

Responsive Circles
For your reference, responsive circles are circles that occur with a group of students (which could

be an entire class) after a moderately serious incident causes harm.
36.

How many proactive circles have you run per week, on average, over the entire school year?
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37.

Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to proactive circles:
Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
0

o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

I use circles to provide

opportunities for

students to share
feelings, ideas and

experiences.
In a given week, I hold
more pro-active circles

than responsive circles.
In the circles, only one

person speaks at a time.
In the circles,

participants are focused
on explicit topic.
I model desired
behaviors and

responses for the

participants within the
circle.
I set a positive tone

when I begin a circle.
I am ready with a

response to participants

who ask to "pass."
I sit in the circle.
I pick topics that

encourage risk taking.
Proactive circles are

part of "how we do
things" at our school

38.

o
o
o

My colleagues use proactive circles.

o
o
o

Not at all

Rarely
Sometimes
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Often
Always

Unsure

39. For each bi-monthly period below, please indicate the general frequency that you held any type of circle
(proactive or responsive).
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

O

O

O

O

O

August/September 2018
October/November 2018
December
2018/January 2019

February/March 2019
April/May 2019

40. How many content/instructional circles have you run per week, on average, over the entire school

year?

41. How many responsive circles have you run per week, on average, over the entire school year?

42. Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to responsive circles:
Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

I use circles as a

response to an

incident/problem.
Students feel safe to

take risks.
I encourage students in
the circle to confront

each other when
necessary.
I encourage students to

take responsibility for
their own behavior.

Responsive circles are

part of "how we do
things" at our school

43. My colleagues use responsive circles.
Not at all

Often

Rarely

Always

Sometimes

Unsure
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Impromptu Conferences
This section asks questions specifically about impromptu conferences.

Impromptu Conferences
For your reference, small impromptu conferences/conversations are questioning exercises
designed to resolve lower-level incidents before they escalate.

44.

How many impromptu conferences have you run per week, on average, over the entire school year?

45.

Please indicate frequency of the following statements as they apply to impromptu conferences:
Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
o

o

o

o

o

o

When addressing

misbehavior between
students, I structure the

conversation using
restorative questions.
I facilitate a small

impromptu conference

when a lower level
incident occurs.

When facilitating a small
impromptu conference, I
encourage students to

do most of the talking.
I encourage students to

use affective statements
in response to the

restorative questions.
I ask students to take

specific actions to repair
the harm.

I use a respectful tone

and avoid lecturing.

Small impromptu
conferences are part of

"how we do things" at
our school.
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Formal Restorative Conferences
This section asks questions specifically about formal restorative conferences.

Formal Restorative Conferences
For your reference, a formal conference typically involves bringing in parents and peers of
students to discuss a particular incident. A script is followed and agreements are made.

47.

Have you facilitated a formal restorative conference during the school year?

O Yes

O No
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48.

You indicated that you have facilitated a formal restorative conference. Please respond to the following

questions about your experience with formal restorative conferencing.

How many formal restorative conferences have you facilitated over the entire school year?

49.

Prior to facilitating the restorative conference, did you receive support or training on how to facilitate?

(Check all that apply).
□ Yes, I attended a training by IIRP.

□ No, I did not receive support prior to the formal conference.

□ Yes, I was trained by another staff member who attended a

□ N/A

training by IIRP.
□ Yes, I was trained by another staff member who did NOT

attend a training by IIRP.
□ Other (please specify)

50.

Did you feel you were sufficiently prepared to facilitate the restorative conference?

O Yes, I felt sufficiently prepared.
O No, I did not feel sufficient prepared.

51.

Did you use the script provided by IIRP during the conference?

O Yes, I closely followed the script.
O Somewhat, I used the script more as guide, but improvised.
O No, I had the script, but did not use it.
O I never received a script for formal conferencing.

52.

Thinking about the most recent restorative conference you facilitated, how many hours did you spend

preparing for the formal conference?
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53.

Thinking about the most recent restorative conference you facilitated, which of the following participants

were present? (Check all that apply).
□ Victim(s)

□ Offender(s)

□Victim's peer

□ Offender's peer

□ Victim's parent/guardian

□ Offender's parent/guardian

54.

Thinking about the same, most recent restorative conference you facilitated, were the victim and

offender able to come to an agreement for how to repair the harm that was done?
O Yes

O No
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Fair Process
This section asks questions specifically about fair process.

Fair Process
Individuals are more likely to trust and cooperate fully with the systems, even ones that make
decisions they do not agree with, if they believe the process to arrive at the decision was fair.

(Choose the answer that most describes you).
55. Please indicate the frequency of the following statements as they apply to fair process:

I use fair process in

decision making.
I use fair process when I

make decisions that
affect my students.
I actively engage

students and ask for
their input.

Students' input impact
my decision making.
I explain the reasoning

behind decisions that
affect students.

Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
0

o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o
o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

After I make a decision, I
state new expectations
and consequences if
those expectations were
not met.

Fair process is a part of

"how we do things" at
our school.

56. My colleagues use fair process.

o
o
o

o
o
o

Not at all

Rarely
Sometimes
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Often
Always

Unsure
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Fundamental Hypothesis
This section asks questions specifically about the fundamental hypothesis.

Fundamental Hypothesis Understanding
Human beings are happier, more cooperative, more productive and more likely to make positive

changes in their behavior when people in positions of authority do things with them rather than to
them or for them. (Choose the answer that most describes you.)

57. Fundamental Hypothesis Understanding (School-wide)

I use high control and

high support.
I maintain high
expectations for

appropriate behavior.

I address inappropriate

behavior and do not
ignore it.

I distinguish the Social

Discipline Window box
that I operate in.

Not at all

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

o
o

o
o

o
o

o
0

o
o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

I use the Social

Discipline Window to
reflect on my behavior
and interactions with

others.

58. My colleagues understand the Fundamental Hypothesis: (choose the answer that most describes your

colleagues).

o
o
o

O Not at all
O Rarely
O Sometimes
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Often
Always

Unsure
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